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- Importantly, the I\;Iembership Interest Purchase Agrcemeﬁt contained a liability release.
This specific provision. was called the “Sellers’ Relcase," and was sigried by both Mr. Grunley
and Mr, Walsh. The release idenliﬁcs the *Sellers™ as Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co.
and James V. Walsh Construction Co., .the two entities owned by Mr: Grunley and Mr, Walsh,
respeclively. The release. éiso refers to Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co. and James V.
Walsh Construction Co. as the sole owners of the “Corﬁpany,“ which is:drunley Walsh
International, The “Buyer” is Robert Farah, The Sellers represented in the release Janguage
itself that the release is supporied by consideration. |

Thie Sellers’ Release states, in pertinent part. the following:

Each Seller, on behalf of itself and cach of its legal representatives,
affiliates, successors and assigns, and cach of such legal
representatives’,  affiliates’,  successors’ and  assigns’
Representatives {collectively, the “Related Parties™), hereby
releases. and forever discharges Buyer, the-Company and each of
their respective individual, joint or mutual, past, present and future
Representatives, - affiliates, stockholders, members, controlling
persons, successors and assigns (individually, a “Releasee” and
collectively, -“Releasees™), from any and all claims, demands,
Proceedings, causes of action, Orders, obligations, contracts,
agreements, debts and liabilities whatsoever, whether known or
unknown, suspected or unsuspected, both at law and in equity,
which such Seller or any of its Related Parties now has, has ever
had or may hereafter have against the respective Releasees arising
at any time prior to the Closing or on account of or arising out of
any matter, cause or event occurring al any time piior to the
Closing, including, but not limited to, any rights to indemnification
or reimbursements from. the Company, whether pursuant to-the
Organizational Documents, coniract or otherwise and whether or
not relating to claims pending on, or asseried aficr, the Closing
Date; provided however, that nothing contained herein shall
operate to release any obligations of Buyer arising under the
Agreement or the Ancillary Agreements, including the Closing

_hereby sells, conveys, assigns, transfers, and delivers to {Grunley Walsh U.S.], and [Grunley
Walsh U.S.] hereby purchases, accepts and takes from [Grunley Walsh International] all right,

title and interest in‘and to all of the contracts and assets of |Grunley Walsh International] except
for the Retained Property™).
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~ Letter Agreement dated November 6, 2007. Each Seller hereby
represents and warrants that it has no knowledge of any right to
indemnification from the Company as of the date of this Réléase,

except as stated in the Closing Letier Agreement dated November
6,2007,

Each Seller, on behalf of such Seller and each of such Sellers’
Related Parties, hereby irrevocably covenants to refrain from,
directly or indirectly, asserting any claim or demand, or
commencing, instituting or causing to be commenced, any

proceeding of any kind against any Relcasee based upon any
matter released hereby,

Sellers” Release, MEMBERSHIP INTEREST PURCHASE AGREEMENT (November 6, 2007).

Some terms in the Sellers’ Release are defined in other areas of the Membership Interest
Purchase Agreement. Specifically, “Representatives™ is defined as follows: “*Representative’
means with respect to a particular Person, any director, officer, employee, agent, consultant,

advisor, or other representative of such Person, including legal counsel, accountants, and.

Tinancial advisors.” “Person” means *any individual, corporation (including any non-profit

s ]

corporation), general or limited partnership, limited liabilily company, joint venture, estate, trust

association, organization, labor union, or other entity or Governmental Body."

" iii. Procedural Posture

Grunley Walsh U.S. filed its initial Complaint against Mr. Raap and GWMS on May 6,
2008. On August 19, 2008, however, Grﬁnley Walsh U.S. filed an Amended Complaint. This
Amended Complaint asserted the following claims;

Count I: Federal Unfair Competition under 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a);

Count II: Federal Trademark Infringement under 15 U.S.C. § ilZS(a);

Count I1l: Common Law Trademark Infringement;

8 These definitions are found in the *I. Definitions™ section of the Membership

Interest Purchase Agreement.
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Count 1V: Common Law Unfair Competition;
Count V: Breach of Duty of Loyalty and .Usurpation of Corporate Opportunities;
Count VI: Common Law Fraud; |
Count VII: Negligent Misrepresentation;
Count VIII: Unjust Enrichment; and
Count IX: Breach of Contrz;lct _
. On February 10, 2009, Grunley Walsh U.S. volumarily dismissed Counts VY1 and VH with
prejudice. Mr. Raap and GWMS responded to Grunley Walsh U.S.'s Amended Complaint. by
filing Counterclaims of their own. Specifically, Mr. Raap and GWMS asserted the following:
Counterclaimm Count [: Tortious Interference with Contract
Counterclaim Count II: Tortious Interference with Business Expectations:
Counterclaim Count I1]: Attorneys’ Fees
Both sides moved for summary judgment in February 2009. As mentioned abovg, the Court’s
April 14, 2009 Order denie;i Gr'unlcy Walsh U.S."s motion and granted Mr, Raap and GWMS® in

part.

I1. JURISDICTION AND YENUE
This Court has jurisdiction over the claims in this action under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 (federa)
question jurisdiction) and 28 U.S.C, § 1367 (supplemental jul'isdic(ibn). Fur;hc;mdre, the parties
agree that this Courtrhas personal jurisdiction over mc'Dcfendants, and that venue in the Eastern

District of Virginia is proper.

162
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I1I. STANDARD OF REVIEW

As mentioned above, tﬁe Court issued its April 14, 2009 Order in responsé 1o summary
judgmen-t motions. Summary judgment should be granted where the evidence in the record
“show[s] that there is no genuine issue as to any material. fac.i and that the movant is entitled to a
Jjudgment as a matter of law.” Fed, R, Civ. P, 56(c); see Celotex Cm.'p. v, Catrent, 477 U.8. 317,
322 (1986). As the Supreme Court has explained, a fact is “*material’ only if it might affect the
outcome of the swit.” Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc,, 477 U.S. 242, 248 (1986). A 4isp.ule over
an issue of material fact is “genuine” if “the evidence is such that a reasonable jury could return a
verdict fof the nonmoving party.” /d. Finally, in making a summary judgment determination,
the court must view the facts in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party. Matsushita

Elec. indus. v. Zenith Radio; 475 U.S. 574, 587-88 (1986).

IV. ANALYSIS |
The Court will first address why. the Sellers’ Release bars Grunley Walsh U.S, from filing
clainié aga-iﬁst Mr. Raéﬁ and GWMS to the eiclent those élaims aros;e from f‘a.cts occm;ring before
the November 6, 2007 closing date. The Court shall also address, in this section, why none of

Grunley Walsh U.8.’s claims can be supported by facts occurring afier November 6, 2007.

A, Whetl'l'ér the Sellers’ Releasc issue was Pled Pruperly in this Cése

Gr;nley Walsh U.S. argues that Mr. Raap and GWMS waived their ability to rely on the
Selleré‘ Relcése bécéusc the “release” afﬁmalive defense was not pled in the answer. See Fed.
R. Civ. P. 8(c) (vequiring a party 1o "affirmatively state any avoidance o;' affirmative defense,
including . . . release™ at the pleading stage). Grunley Walsh U.S, asserts that Mr. Raap and

GWMS’s failure lo properly plead the release defensc prevented it from obtaining adequate
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notice that the Sellers’ Release would be at issue in this suit. See 5 Charles Alan Wright &
Arthur R, Miiler; Federal Praciice and Procedure § 1274 (3d ed. 2004) (“an éffinnative defense
... will be held lb be sufficient . . . as long as it gives the plaintiff fair notice of the nature of the
défense.“).

Indeed, Mr. Raap and GWMS did not specifically plead “release” as an affirmative
defense in their answer and never sought to amend that-answer, However, they did plead in their
Sixth Affirmative Defense that “Plainti{"s common law tort claims are barred by contract.” See
Virginia Impressions Prods, Co. v. S.CM Corp., 448 F.2d 262, 265 (4th Cir. 1971) (“A release is-
just another contract in which the intent of the parties is to-be derived from the face of the
instrument viewed as a whole.™). -Mr. Raap and GWMS also pled-in their Thirteenth Affirmative
Defense that “[p]laintifT’s claims . . , are barred by accord and satisfaction.™ The Court
believes that these affirmative defenses pled by Mr. Raap and GWMS put Grunley Walsh U.S.
on su;ﬁcient notice, especially under the lenient nolice-pleading standards of the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure. See Fed. R, Civ. P. 8(¢), () (providing that “[n]o technical forms of pleading
or motions are required” and that “[a]ll pleadings shall be so construed as to do substantial
justice™). Specifically, these defenses convey to Grunley Walsh U.S. that Mr, Raap and GWMS
believed a.contract existed that barred the claims filed in this-suit, Critically, the contract that
ended up having this effect, the Sellers’ Relcase, was part of the Membership Interest Purchase
Agreement, which was cxecuted by Grupley Walsh U.S itself and signed by Mr. Grunley and

Mr. Walsh. This fact substantially sirengthens the nexus between the two defenses asserted in

2 See BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY. 17 (8th ed. 2004) (defining “accord and
satisfaction”.as “[aJn agreement to substitute {or an existing debt some alternative form of
discharging that debt, coupled with the actual discharge of the debt by the substituted-
performance™).

163
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the answer, and Grunley Walsh U.S. knowing of the contract to which those defenses refer.
Because the defenses pled in the answer-adequately put Grunley Walsli U.S. on notice that the
Sellers’ Rélease could be-at issue in this suit, the Court concludes that Mr. Raap and GWMS
sufficiently pled the reléase issue in their answer,

Even if the Séllers' Release defense was not pled properly in the answer; the law still
permits the Court to-address this issue because of the subsequent developments in this case,
“Generally, when a party fails 1o raise an affirmative defense in its answer, it waives the

| defense.” Vermont Mut. ins. Co. v, Everette, 875 F.Supp. 1181, 1189 (E.D. Va.' 1995).
“However, the majority of federal circuit courts have held that when a defendant raises an
affirmative defense in a manner that does not result in unfair surprise to the other party,
noncompliance with Rule 8(c) will not result in waiver of the affirmative defense.” /d. (citing
Camarillo v. McCarthy, 998 F.2d 638, 639 {(9th Cir.1993)); :s'ee also Holland v. Cardiff Coal Co.,
991 F.Supp. 508, 515 (8.D. W. Va. 1997) (quoting Allied Chemical Corp. v. Mackay, 695 F.2d
854, 855-56 (5th Cir;1983)) (Where an affirmative defense “is raised in the trial court ina
manner that does not result in unfair surprise . . . technical failure to comply precisely with Rule
8(c) is mot fatal.”); Steinberg v. Columbia Pictures Indus., Inc., 663 F.Supp. 706,

715 (S.D.N:Y.,1987) (citing Rivera v. Anaya, 726 F.2d 564, 566 (9th Cir.1984)) (“Although
Fed.R.Civ.P. 8(c) generally requires alfirmative defenses to be pleaded, courts have been more
lenient in the context of motions for sumimary judgment. ‘| Albsent prejudice to the plaintiff, a
defendant may raise an affirmative defense in a motion for summary judgment for the first
l—ime."’).

Indeed, the Fourth Circuit addressed a qualified immunity affi rmatwe defense not filed in

the answer where the plaintiff suffered nio prejudice lrom the later filing and was provided with'

10
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an opportunity to brief the relevant issue before the appellate court. Ridpatk v. Bd, of Governors
Marshall Univ., 447 F.3d 292, 305-306 (4th Cir. 2006). The Court in Ridpath explained that
consideration of the untimely pled defense served the strong public policy of economizing the
use of judicial resouces and avoiding relitigation. /d. On the other hand, the Fourth Circuit:
declined to address a qualified immunity defense when the defense was not pled until the
defendant’s summary judgment reply brief.- See Noel v. Artson, 297 Fed. Appx. 216,219 (4th
Cir. 2008) (unpublished), The Court in Noe/ reasoncd that a defense pled so late in the process
prejudiced the plaintiffs because they “had no chance to address the issue in their oppo‘sition-t_o
summary judgment.” Jd. Furthermore, the Court explained, “Considering an argument advanced
for the first time in a reply brief. . entails the risk of an improvident or il]-adviged opinion...."
| Id. (citing McBride v. Merrel Dow & Pharms., Inc., 800 F.2d 1208, 1211 (D.C. Cir. 1986)).
Here, Grunley Walsh U.S. wéuld not be prejudiced or unfairly surprised even if
Defendants’ aﬁswer failed to put it on adequatc notice of the Sellers’ Release issue. Specifically,
- Mr, Raap and GWMS took steps very carly in the litigation that should have made Grunley
Walsh U.S. aware that the Sellers’ Release could be an issue in the suit. Indeed Mr. Raap and
GWMS subpoenaed Mr. Farah near the beginning of the discovery period and requested that he
produce all documer;ts relating to his acquisition of Grunley Walsh International. This request
clearly éould have been conceived as covering the Membership Interest Purchase Agrcémem and
Sellers’ ;E{e]ease. Then, nearly a month before Mr. Ra&p and GWMS filed tﬁeir brief in support
of their métion for summary'judgmeni, they submitied an exhibit list to this Court naming the
Sellers’ Release as an exhibit. "This exhibit list was available to Grunley Walsh U.S. Finally,
and most importantly, Mr. Raap and GWMS asserted their “Sellers’ Rélease"'defcnse in their

briefin suppdrt of their motion for summary judgment. Grunley Walsh U.S. tﬁen replied in

11
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detail to the Sellers’ Release argument, dedicating over five pages to the matter in its opposition
brief. For these reasons, the Court-finds that even if the release defense was not pled properly in
the answer, the manﬁér in which the defense was raisced and addressed by the parties in this case
was not prejudicial to Grunley Walsh U,S.!°

Because Mr. Raap and GWMS adequately pled the release iésue in the answer, and since
Gfunley Walsh U.S. was not prejudiced or unfairly surprised by the Court’s consideration of the
release issue at this stage of the litigation; the Cburt shall permit Mr. Raap and GWMS to rely on

the Sellers’ Release in-this case,

B. Contract Law Applied to the Scllers’ Release'!

A valid contract requires “a bargain in which there is a manifestation of mutual assent to
the exchange and a consideration.” Restatement (Sccond) of Contracts § 17 (1979); see e.g.,
Audio Visual Assacs., Inc. v. Sharp Elec. Corp., 210 F.3d 254, 258 (4th Cir, 2000). Here, Mr,
Grunley and Mr, Walsh promised Mr. Farah, inter alja, that they would sell Mr. Farah an
ownership interest in their Grunley Walsh cniity and that they would surrender their right to
bring claims against certain entities and individuals. In retumn for these promises, Mr. Farah paid
money. For these reasons‘; the Sellers’ Release iS a valid, bﬁrgaincd for contract supported by
consideration.

Next, a “fundamental goal of contract law is to uphold clearly ascertained and negotiated
contract rights.” 'WaHace Hardware Co., Ine. v. Abrams, é23 F.3d 382, 400 {6th Cir. 2000)

{citing Tractor & Farm Supply, Inc. v. Ford New Holland, Inc., 898 F.Supp. 1198, 1203 (W.D.

1o For these same reasons, the Court would have granted a request by Mr. Raap or

GWMS to amend the answer if such a request was made,

Pursuant to the Virginia choice of law provision contained in the final paragraph
of the Sellers” Release, Virginia law applies to the following interpretation.

12
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Ky.1995). Furthermore, “[t]he law favors and encourages the resolution of controversies by
contracts of compromise and settlement rather than rby litigation; and it is the policy of the law to
uphold and enforce such cdntracts.if they are fairly made and are not in contravention of some
Jaw or public policy.” Wess v. Liberly Mutual Ins. Co., 1994 WL 399140 at *2 (4th Cir. 1994)
(unpublished opinion} {(quoting Riggle v. Allied Chem, Corﬁ., 378 S.E.2d 282 (W, Va. 1989)).-
The Sellers” Release was an agreement between partics with bargained-for consideration
designed lo prevent future litigation. Therefore, public policy supports upholding this
agreement.

In Virginia, “[w]here an agreemcﬁt is complete on its face and is plain and unambiguous
in its terms, the court is not ai liberty Lo search for ils meaning beyond the terms of the
instrument itself. This i's so because the writing is the repository of the final agreement of the
parties.” Lerner v. Guldesky Co., 230 Va. 124, 132 (1985). Therefore, parol evidence cannot be
admitted in Virginia to interpret the meanings of clear and unambiguous contract terms. Here,
the Court finds that the terms of the Sellers’ Release are clear and unambiguous. As a result, it
will not consider parol evidence in interpreting this provision. Finally, because the terms of the
Sellers’ Release are clear and unambiguous, the court will construe these terms “according to
their plain meaning.” See Bridgestone/Firestone v. Prince William Square, 250 Va. 402, 407

(1995).

C. Interpretation of the Sellers’ Release

The Sellers’ Release states, in pertinent part, that

Each Seller, on behalf of itself and each of its . . . affiliates,
successors and assigns . . . hereby releases and forever discharges

Buyer, the Company and each of their respective . . . pasi, present
and future Representatives, affiliates, stockholders, members,
controlling persons, successors and assigns . . . from any and all

{3
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claims, demands, Proceedings, causes of action, Orders,

obligations, contracts, agreements, debts and ljabilities whatsoever,

whéther known or unkriown . . . arising at any time priof to the

Closing ... or arising out of :my mattcr, cause or event occurring

at any time prior to the Closing . . -
Sellers’ Release, MEMBERSHIP INTEREST PURCHASE AGREEMENT (November 6, 2007) (emphasis
added).

In order for this release to bar any claims in this suit, Grunley Walsh U.S, must qualify as
areleasor under the following clause: “[e]ach Seller, on beha]f- of itself and each of its . . .
affiliates, successors and assigns .. ..” Furthermore, Mr. Raap and GWMS must qualify as’
releasees. This would occur if Mr. Raap and GWMS were characterized as “past, present, {or]
future Representatives [or] affiliates” of “the Company,” which is defined by the Sellers’ Release
as Grunley Walsh International. If these parties are covered by the Sellers” Release in this
' inannei‘, then it necessarily follows that Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh, through their individual
corporations,’? promised Mr. Farah that Grunley Walsh U.S. would release Mr. Raap and

GWMS “from any and all claims™ arising from facts occurring before the closing date of

November 6, 2007.

i Grﬁn!ey Walsh U.S. aisele.asar
In this case, Grunley Walsh U.S. qualifics as a releasor because it is an “affiliate” of
Sellers Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co. and James V. Walsh Construction Co. The
Sellers’ Release does not define “affiliate.” However, "*[a]ffiliatc’ is a well-established term in
the business context, and always denotes some significant degree of control between two

entities.” Jermar, fne. v. LM, Commc'ns 1] of South Carolina, Inc.. 181 F.3d 88, 1999 WL

2 Those individual corporations are Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co. and

James V. Walsh Construction Co.

14
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381817 at *4 (4th Cir. 1999) (unpublished); see e.g., BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 63 (8th ed.
2004) (defining “affiliate” as “{a| corporation that is related to another corporation by |
shareholdings or other means of control; a subsidiary, parent, or sibling corporation.”), Usage of
the term “affiliate” in Virginia accords with thése control-based definitions. See, e.g., VA. CODE
§ 3.2-3200 (*“Affiliate’ means any person or subsidiary thereof, who has, either direcﬁy or

indirectly, actual or legal control over a distributor, whether by stock owner§hip or in any other

manner,”); VA, CoDe § 13.1-729 (“*Affiliate’ means a pérson who difectly or indirectly through

one or more intermediaries controls, is controlled by, or is under common control with another
person or is a senior executive officer thereof”). Nothing in the Sellers’ Release or the
Membership Interest Purchase Agreement convinees the Court that the application of a control-
based definition of “affiliate” is ir-ripropel:.

Here, Mr. Grunley and M. Waish used Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co. and James
V. Walsh Construction Co., respectively, to create Grunley Walsh U.S. See Transfer Agreement,
Pl. Ex. 230 (Ja'nixary 1, 2007) (“the Member-Owners of [The Grunley Walsh, LLC], James V.,
Walsh Construction Co., LLC, and Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co:, LLC. .. have formed
[Grunley Walsh U.S.].on December 15, 2006 for the purpose of performing construction
contracting in the United States”)."* Therefore, it is indisputable that “Sellers” Kenneth M.
Grunley Construction Co. and James V. Walsh Construction Co., through Mr. Grunley and Mr.
Walsh, owned and controlled G‘runley Walish U.S. 'This ownership and control serves as the
basis for the Court’s conclusion that Gruhley Walsh U.S. is an “affiliate” of these Sellers. And

because Grunley Walsh U.S. is an “affiliate™ of the ~Sellers,” i qualifies as a releasor under the

Sellers’ Release.

' Asmentioned above, Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh created Grunley Walsh U.S. in

anticipation of entering into the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement with Mr. Farah.

i5
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il. GWMS and Mr. Raap as Releasees

~ Next, the Court must determine whether Mr. Raap and GWMS qualify as releasees under
the Sellers’ Release. First, GWMS qualifies as a releasee because it is a “past affiliate” of “the
Company” Grunle.y Walsh International, This conclusion requires a carelul tracking of the
various Grunley-WaIsh entities involved in this suit. Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh formed _
Grunley Walsh Joint Venture in 1998 by merging Grunley Construction Co., Inc. and William V.
Walsh Construction, Inc. This entity changed names two times while under the ownership of
Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh: Grunley-Walsh Joint Venture, LL.C was changed to The Grunley
Walsh, LLC in 2004; and then to Grunley Walsh International, LLC on December 15, 2006 in
anticipatipn of éntering into the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement, Mr. Gruniey and Mr.
Walsh maintained co-ownership of the Grunley Walsh entity until they resigned from Grunley
Walsh Intemational on November 6, 20074

Importantly, that Mr. Grunley and Mr, Walsh used various names to describe their

Grunley Walsh entity is of no lcgal relevance in this matter, “The change.of a corporation’s
name is not a change of the identity of a corporation and has no efféct on the corporation's
prdperty, rights, or liabilities.™ Alley v. Miramon, 614 i’.Zd 1372, 1384 (5th Cir. 1980); see also

Wright-Caesar Tobacco Co. v, A. Hoen & Co., 54 S.E. 309, 311 (Va. 1906) (the Virginia

Supreme Court did not permit a company to avoid ltability by changing its name where the'

successor company was *but a continuation” ol'the first company); £ng 'g Assocs of New

England, fnc. v. B&L Liguidating Corp., 345 A.2d 900, 903 (NLH. 1975) (“The fact that the

¥

14 In addition to resigning as officers of Grunley Walsh International on November

6, 2007, Mr. Grunley and Mr, Walsh resigned their individual corporations, Kenneth M. Grunley
Construction Co. and James V. Walsh Construction Co., respectively, from the membership of
Grunley Walsh International. See Résignation Letters, P1, Ex. 226, A153-A 156 (November 6,
2007). S e _

16
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defendant has changed its corporate name docs not relieve it of any liability it may have incwrred
under its contract with the plaintiff.”); 18A Am. Jur. 2d Corporations § 240 (2004); 18 C.JS.
Corporations § 140 (2007). Therefore, this Court views Grunley Walsh Joint Venture LLC, The
Grunley Walsh LLC, and Grunley Walsﬁ International LLC as one continuous corporate entity
having the same corporate identity.'®

This conclusion is critical in the prescnt‘casc. GWMS was formed in 2000, when the
Grunley Walsh entity was operating under its Grunley Walsh Joint Venture name. Mr. Grunley
and Mr. Walsh each owned 24.5% shares in GWMS until they sold those shares to Mr, Raap in
2002. As aresult, between 2000 and 2002, it is indisputable that Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh
had significant ownership in and control over GWMS, in addition to ccl-owning Grunlcy Walsh
Joint Venture. Even more, GWMS and Grunley Walsh Joint Venture had a unique and close
connection, since they both operated in the construction field and shared office space. The
corrimon ownership and close working connection between these two companies compel the
Court to conclude that GWMS was, between 2000 and 2002, an affiliate of Grunley Walsh Joint
Venture.'® It necessarily follows, then, that GWMS qualifies as a “past affiliate” of “the

Company” Grunley Walsh International, since Grunley Walsh Joint Venture and Grunley Walsh

13 Worth rioting is that the Court is not addressing the issue of whether changing the

type of corporate entily has any legal effect (¢.g., changing from a limited Hability corporation to
a parinership). Instead, the Court is-addressing the impact of a corporate name change only,
where the type of corporate entity remains the same. Here, the Grunley Walsh entity’s limited
liability corporation status remained constant while the entity changed names from Grunley
Walsh Joint Venture, LLC 10 The Grunley Walsh, LLC, and thén to Grunléy Walsk
International, LLC: : -

In reaching this conclusion, the Court considers the control-based definition of
affiliate outlined above.

7 i
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International are the same corporate entily. Because GWMS qualifies as a past affiliate of
Grunley Waléh International, GWMS is a rele_éscc under the Sellers’ Release.'”

Additionally, GWMS qualifies as an affiliate of.('}runlej.r Walsh International on other
grounds. Between December 15, 2006, the date that Gruﬁley Waish International was formed,
and May 30, 2007, the date Mr. Raap was ﬁrf:d. Mr. Raap served simultaneously as the owner of
GWMS and President of Grunley Walsh International. Therefore, it is indisputabfe that a single
individual possessed significant amounts of control over both companies during that span of-
time.:-Itis this shared control that supposts the conclusion that GWMS was a direct affiliate of
Grunley Walsh International between December 15, 2006 and May 30, 2007. Therefore; GWMS
quaiifies as a releasee under the Sellers’ Release on these grounds, as well.

Finally, Mr. Raap unquestionably qualifics as a “past Representative™ of all three Grunley
Walsh iterations that existed beiween 1998 and 2007, including Grunley Walsh International (i.e.
“the Company™).'? Specifically, Mr. Raap Bégan working as President of Grunley Walsh Joint
Venture in 1998 and was serving in this same capacity when Grunley Walsh International was
formed on December 15, 2Q0_6.'° Mr. Raap continued working as President of Grunley Walsh
International for over five months until he was fired on May 30, 2007. For these reasons, Mr.
Raap is covered by the “past Representative” language and thus qualifies, individually, asa

releasee under the Sellers’ Release.

1 The Court believes that this result is legally unavoidable. Restricting the “past,

present and future.. . . affiliate[]” language to include only affiliates of Grunley Walsh
Intemnational LLC and not Grunley Walsh Joint Venture LLC or The Grunley Walsh LLC would

 exalt form over substance and permit the Grunley Walsh entity to evade the legal consequences

of its co_l;porate actions through corporate name changing. : :

g “Representative” is defined in the Membership Interest Purchase Agreementto .
mean “a parlicular Person, any director, officer, employee, agent, consultant, advisor, or other
representative of such Person, including legal counsel, accountants and financial advisors.”

. See Ariicles of Amendment of The Grunley Walsh, LEC, P, Ex, 226 (December
15, 2006).

18
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iii, Scope and Effect of the Sellers' Release on the Claims of this case.

In sum, Grunley Walsh U.S. qualifics as a releasor under the Seilers® Release, and Mr.

Raap and GWMS qualify as releasecs. In the Release, the releasors (defined in the héreem‘enl as

*“Related Parties”) released and discharged the releasees “from any and all claims” arising fiom
facts occurring before the closing date of November 6, 2007.” The “any and all claims” language
is extremely broad, and is subjected to only a minor qualification, which is that the release

agreement does not release Mr. Farah and FIK Iloldinés (“the Buyer} from obligatiops arising

- under the Membership: Interest. Purchase Agreement itsell. This qualification, however, has no

impact in the present-case because it only applies to the “Buyer” Mr: Farah and FJK Holdings,

and not to GWMS or Mr. Raap.

Grunley Walsh U.S. argues that many of the acts committed by Mr. Raap were outside
the scope of his employment with Grunlcy Walsh lntcmaﬁonal, and that these acts are not
covered by the Sellers’ Release. The Court disagrees with Grunley Walsh U.S.’s argument. The
Sellers Release contains no language supporting, or even hinting, that the Sellers Release should
be restricted in this manner. Indeed, the only qualification in the extremely broad Sellers’
Release is outlined in the previous paragraph and makes no mention of a scope of employment
limitation. Because the only qualification in the plain language of the release has no impact on

Mr. Raap or GWMS, and since the release broadly releases the parties from “any and all claims,”

. the Court holds that Grunley Walsh U.S. released GWMS and Mr. Raap from the claims it filed

in this suit, to the extent those claims arose [rom facts occurring on or before the closing date of

November 6, 2007,

19 i
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D. Claims arising from facts after November 6, 2007

Consistent with its holciing-in this- Memorandum Opinion, the Court issued an Order on
April 14, 2009 dismissing Grunley Walsh U.S.’s Counts I-V and VIII-IX to the extent that those
clair‘ns arose from facts occurring on or before November 6, 2007.%° In that Order, the Court
iqstructe‘d the parties to file written responses defining which, if any, of Counts I-V or VIII-IX
were supported by facts arising after November 6, 2007,

Mr. Raap and GWMS's response argued that all of these counts were based on facts
occurring on ot -before November 6, 2007, Grunley Walsh U.S. agreed with this conclusich as it
pertains to Counts V, VII1, and IX. Therefore, summary judgmient shall be granted in full on
these three claims. However, Grunley Walsh U.S. presented facts relevant 1o Counts I-IV {the
federal and state trademark and unfair competition claims) that occurred after November 6, 2007.
Specifically, Grunley Walsh U.S. explained that third parties were confused afier November 6,
2007 because of Mr. Raap and GWMS’s infringing uses of the GRUNLEY WALSH mark-that
took place before November 6, 2007.

Even if this is true, Counts [-1V would not be able to survive summary judgment. In
order for Grunley Walsh U.S. to succced on its federal and state trademark and uni‘ail.'
competition claims, it must be able to support al) claim cléments with facts in the record arising
after Ndvem_ber- 6,2007. One essential element common to each trademark and unfair
competitiori claim in this case is the {ollowing: the defendants mitst actually wse the plaintiff’s
mark. See, e.g., Utah Lighthouse Minisiry v. Found, for Apologetic Info. and Research, 527 ¥.3d
1045, 1050 (10th Cir. 2008) (federal trademark infringement and unfair competilion claims

brought under 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a) have "virtually identical elements.” One such element is that

20 Pursuant to Grunley Walsh U.S.’s Stipulation of Dismissal, the Court also

dismissed Counts VI and VH in their entirety.
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the defendants use the trademark in connection with goods or services.); Louis Vuitton Malletier
V. }}aure Diggity Dog, 507 F.3d 252, 259 (4th Cir. 2007) (1o succeed on a federal trademark
infringement clair;l, plaintiff must prove that defendant used a reproduction, counterfeit, copy, or
colorable imitation of that mark in commerce without plaintiff’s consent). /nt I Income Props.,
Inc. v. Combined Props. Lid. P 'ship., 1987 WL 488607 a1 *1 (Va. Cir. Ct. 1987) {in order for a
defendant to be liable for unfair competition With respect 10 a trade name, that defendant must

“unfairly use[] the name or a simnlation of iv.”); Brittingham v. Jenkins, 914 F.2d 447, 455 (4th

= Cir. 1990) (whieh analyzing'a common law trademark infringement claim, the Court explained:

“(a]s a general Tule, the use of an appropriated mark without the permission of its owner . . .
constitutes an infringement if the unauthorized use is likely to result or has resulted'in confusion,
mistake or deception on the part of the consumer.”).

Here, as Grunley Walsh U.S, admits, none of the infringing uses that it accuses Mr. Raap
and GWMS of committing occurred after November 6, 2007. Therefore, the “use” element
common to the trademark and unfair competition claims in this case are not met. Accordingly,
summary judgment shall be granted in full on the trademark and unfair competition claims

(Counts I-IV).

V. CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated fn the Sellers’ Relcase portion of this Memorandum Opinion ( Ze.,
Section IV. A-C), Plaintiff’s Counts I-V and VII1-IX were dismissed on April 14, 2009 to the
extent that these counts arose from facts occurring before November 6, 2007. For the reasons
stated in Section I'V.D), none of Plaintiff’s claims can succeed based on the facts in the record

arising afler November 6, 2007, Therefore, Defendants’ motjon for summary judgment shall be

21
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granted inrfull on Counts -V and VIII-1X. Accordingly, these claims shall be dismissed in their -

entirefy.

ENTERED this 6" day of May, 2009.

Alexandria, Virginia

w [
Liam O’ Grady \J

United States District Judge
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 7:03 AM '

To: McMahan, Alan (DHCDY); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Calhoun, Steve (DHCD)
Ce: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Leatherby, Etic (DHCD); Chris Thompson; Steve Rodgers

Subject: Re; Milari Madison appeal (Appeal No. 12-6)

Thank you for your help.
I am waiting for the affidavit from Eric Leatherby (pursuant to my FOIA request dated
September 2, 2012} that enumerates the building code violations which I intend to include in the

appeal.

I am waiting to know from DHCD what published rule sections, guidelines, or code section have
been "applied" or relied upon in which the appeal is based on.

I also would like for the attached court case and discussion that explains VA law (citations of
VA cases) with respect to a name change of a business (does not change the entity or its
liabilities).

I may have additional documents to further supplement the appeal.

Alternatively, DHCD simply needs to issue the NOV and correction notices to IBS/Milton,
Richard Rowe, Glenn Salsman (same principals), NTA and/or Mr, Tompos consistent with the
plain language of the law.

Milari Madison
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From: "Davis, Cindy (DHCD)" <Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoco.com>

Cc: "Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)" <Emory.Redgers@dhced.virginia.gov>; "Calhoun, Steve (DHCD)“
<Steve_Calhoun@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)" <Eric.Leatherby@dhcd V|rgln|a gov>
Sent: Wednesday, Septernber 12, 2012 8:09 AM

Subject: RE: Milari Madison appeal (Appeal No. 12-6)

Dear Ms. Madison:

FOIA requires only that we provide a copy of the public record in our possession. If you are
seeking “certified” copies of records or affidavits for court purposes, that is not done throngh
FOIA, it is done through the subpoena process.

Cindy L. Davis, C.B.0O., State Building Codes Director
VA Dept. of Housing and Community Development
600 E. Main Street - Suite 1100

Richmond, VA 23219

PH: 804-371-7161

FAX: 804-371-7092
Cindy.Davis@dhed.virginia.gov




From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com)]

Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 8:46 AM

To: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Shelton, Biil (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

Cc: Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Calhoun, Steve (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Chris Thompson; Steve
Rodgers

Subject: Made-up rules, FOIA VIOLATION by DHCD

Ms. Davis and Mzt. Shelton,

It is common and ordinary for agénciés and other government bodies to certify that a2 document is a
true and accurate copy which is done by an affidavit. The "subpoena process” that you refet to
below is a made-up law just as in your previous denial of records suggesting that they are "legal
memotanduim” and you therefore "cannot" provide them (which is simply false, misleading, and
untrue).

I requested a copy of a document on September 2, 2012 to Mr. Leatherby which DHCD has utterly
failed to produce in violation of FOIA. The document outlines the code violations desctibed by
Loudoun County.

I am again requesting this information.

Alternatively, I am requesting that DHCD issue the NOV's and cortection notices to NTA, Mz.
Tompos, Milton, Mt. Rowe, and Mt. Salsman.

Milari Madison

174



Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 11:38 AM

To: McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Calhoun, Steve (DHCD);
Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Chris Thompson; Steve Rodgers

Subject: Documents for Madison Appeal and Certification affidavit, per Steve Jack, Asst. A.G.

Alan,

For the appeal, I am attaching another document that states that IBS only changed the name. Thls
two page document was obtained from the PA State Corporation Comm. DE Ady

at the time they suggested IBS "went out of business" when in fact they
only changed the name. DHCD new they only changed theit name.

The second document is a second letter from Milton's attorney to the PA A.G. that states they are
"working" with me to resolve the matter. It does not say that they have no obligation under the law
as they changed their name ot are "out of business".

Last, I spoke with Steve Jack. He suggested that DHCD can and should give me the cextification,
through the affidavit process, that the September 2, FOIA request is a "true and accurate” copy. - As
noted, I would like the document mailed to me and it should be included in the appeal.

Thank you for your help.

Milari Madison
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OFFICE.OF ATTORNEY GENERAL

BUREAU OF CONSUMER PROTECTION

Harrisburg Offige

15th Floer, Strawberry Sgquare

Harrisburg, Pemnsylvania 17120
{717y 7187-9107

March 27, 2012

Milari Madison
40153 Janhey Strest
Waterford, VA 20197

Re: Integrity Building Systems and ¥Milten Heme System
BCP-12-05-000656

Dear Ms. Madison:

The enclosed corresponderice is related to the complaint yeu filed with
the Bureau of Consumer Protectien. Please provide us with a written responge
to this correspondence withinm twenty-one (21} days of the date of this leétter
so we may further evaluate your complaint.

If we do not hear frem you in a reasonable amount of time, we will
assume that you do not wish to pursue the matter further.

Thank you for your cooperation and attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

Karen L., Wilkinson
Agent

ml

Enclosure
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u“ltshv N : 1372 N, Susqpetiannz Trail, Suite 130
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Attarneys at La\frw _ W%E -‘ a Zmz Fa‘i:(smﬁ-ts'-zawz

Barean ol Cormier ol Atiin, s kyhackmanam
PACHa ot Atomey Gerers) -

Marck 14, 2012

Karen L. Wilkinson, Agerit

Cominonwealth ef Pennsylvania

Office of Attorney General

Bureau of Consumner Protection

15" Floof, Strawberry Sqiiare * * - S S
Harrisburg, PA. 17120

Res Milari Madison
BCP-12-05-600656
Dear Mg, Wilkinson:

This office represents Milton Home 'Systerhs, Tne. Your letter dated March: 5,
2012 was forwarded to my office for review: - ,

Please be advised that I have been in cdﬁtﬁcfz'WitH--Ms. Milari Madisosi, as well as
her husband, regarding the abeyve-referenced consuther complaint. We aré working with. Milton
Home Systems, Ine. te resolve the various issues of coneern with Ms. Madison.

If you hiave any questions regarding this information, please contact mive.

cor client

viliteprifiMadisoLT Atty Gerieral, _,
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, September 16, 2012 6:35 AM
“To: McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD);
Calhoun, Steve (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD) :

Subject: For Madison Appeal, Blank Approved Site Inspection Report

For the Appeal and othet apptopriate action, I have attached the blank site installation inspection
tepott, approved by NTA. Please include the document in the appeal packet. Such an approval to
a blank document is undoubtedly a violation of policy and procedute established and attested to by
NTA in order to setve as a CAA as requited under 13 VAC 5-91-180.

"NTA was named in the complaint as a responsible patty that caused failures to the code. DHCD
should take such a failute to comply with the procedutes set forth by the CAA seriously and
proactively.

No such approved and COMPLETE document exists for my dwelling, Please also be cleat, Milton
staff assisted in the set of the units including "corrections".

e



From: "McMahan, Alan (DHCD)" <Alan.McMahan@dhcd.virginia.gov>

To: “huntermadsson2002@yahoo com” <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>; "Davis, Cindy
(DHCD)" <Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "chris.thompson@loudoun.gov*
<chris.thompson@loudoun.gov>; "potter@rudnitskyhackman.com”
<potter@rudnitskyhackman.com> |

Ce: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)"
<Emory.Rodgers@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Sent: Monday, Septembet 17, 2012 9:59 AM

Subject: Milari Madison Appeal to the Review Board (Appeal No. 12-8)

Dear Parties:

Upon review of the Milari Madison appeal (Appeal No. 12-6) to the State Building Code Review Board -
(Review Board), Review Board staff found it necessary to conduct an informal fact- ~finding conference on
the matter prior to it being heard by the Review Board.

Accordmgly, staff has schieduled an informal fact-finding conference on Tuesday, September 25, 2012 at

11:00 am. The meeting will take place at the Loudoun County Code Development Office (3" ﬂoor) at
1503 Edwards Ferry Road, Leesburg, Virginia 20 177.

The purpose of the informal fact-finding conference is for staff of the Review Board to discuss with the
parties the issues being brought forth in the appeal to clarify those issues if necessary and to examine,
based on past cases the Review Board has heard, whether the properness of any of the issues being
brought forth needs to be questioned. The conference is also to examine the documents presented to
assure, or question, the timeliness of the appeal both to the local board and to the Review Board and to
identify other potential issues for consideration and to request additional documents if they appear to b
necessary to clarify the appeal situation. The conference is not to take evidence from the parties
concerning the merits of the appeal and staff of the Review Board does not have the authority to make or
recommend findings or decisions in appeals. The hearing before the Board will be for that purpose. The
conference is only to atteropt to gain clarity on the appeal situation.

Following the conference, staff will draft an outline of the appeal situation and the parties will have an
opportunity to review it and list corrections or objections to it. The parties will also have an opportunity
to submit written arguments prior to the scheduling of the hearing before the Review Board.

Should you have any questions, please contact me.

Regards,

Alan McMahan, CBO

Senior Construction Inspector IT and staff to the
State Building Code Technical Review Board

State Building Code Office

Division of Building & Fire-Regulation

Department of Housing & Commmnity Development
600 East Main Street, Suite 300

Richmond, Vizrginia 23219

(804) 371-7175

(804) 371-7092 - fax

alan.memahan@dhed. virginia. gov
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 11:27 AM .

To: McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); chris.thompson@loudoun.gov;
potter@rudnitskyhackman.com; Calhoun, Steve (DHCD)

Cc: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Gina Schaecher; Ralph Rinaldi
Subject: Re: Milari Madison Appeal to the Review Board (Appeal No. 12-6) -

‘Alan/Steve,
I am still looking fot the affidavit and cettification that the e-mail sent to Eric Leatherby is a "true
and accutate copy'' enumerating the code violation, requested on September 2, 2012 (O.K. pet your

Asst. A.G., Steve Jack).

Second, I'do not intend to speak for anyone else, but it may be fair and teasonable to let the local
attorneys know that this matter is progtessing. Ihave copied them on this just in case.

Thank you.

Milagi Madison



From: Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 3:40 PM

Tot McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Rodgers, Emoty (DHCD)
Subject:

Please notify NTA of the upcoming IFF and TRB hearings. Ms. Madison has made many references to them

in her e-mails to us and in her formal complaint. She feels they are directly responsible for the problems in
her home.

NTA, Inc.

Mr. Eric Tompos, P.E.
305 North Oakland Ave.
P.0O. Box 490

Nappanee, IN 46550

Thank you.



From: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 4:21 PM
To: huntermadison2002@yahoo.com; Davis, Cindy (DHCD); chris.thompson@loudoun.gov;

gschaecher@kasannlaw.com
Cc: Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

Subject: FW: (Parties In the Madison Appeal)
Dear Parties:

Below.is correspondence from Etic Leatherby, of the Va. Dept. of Housing and Community Development’s
industrialized building program, to the Review Board staff, requesting that NTA, Inc. (a compliance
assurance agency under Virginia’s industrialized building program) be notified of the proceedings in the
Madiscn appeal to the Review Board. ,

After review of the documents we have to date in the maiter, Review Board staff does not consider NTA 3
party to the appeal. The parties are Ms., Madison, Ms. Davis {DHCD's industrialized building program
administrator}, Milton Home Systems, Inc. and the Loudoun County building department. Attachedisa
copy of the informal fact-finding conference order which was sent to the parties.

Should the informal fact-finding conference result in a change in perspective of how NTA, Inc. fits into this
situation, then staff may decide to include it as a party. Should others notify NTA, Inc. of the informal fact-
finding conference and if they attend, then we will address their involvement at that time.

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical Review Board
State Building Codes Office .

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email: Vernon.Hodge @DHCD.virginia.gov

ca s ’.,
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From: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@vahoo.con>

To; "potter@rudnitskyhackman.com” <potter@rudnitskyhackman.com>
Ce: David Tompos <tompos@ntainc.com>

Senf? Friday, February 17, 2012 9:56 AM

Subject: Madison/Milton Settlement

Dear Mr. Potter,

For the purposes of settlement discussions only, I thought it might be helpful to provide you with a
cursory overview to share with your client. As you are aware, we have a phone call set for Monday at
11:00.

At this time, I cannot obtain an occupancy permit. The estimate to correct the items related to the three
stair/code violations has been provided to Dick Rowe by a licensed VA contractor. Itis my
understanding that Mr. Rowe and Mr. Tompos spoke with the confractor/county and that an "approval” to
the plan has been tentatively agreed to by the county. By me agreeing to the approved stair change, is a
significant concession in that it diminishes the functionality and appearance of the second floor going to
the third floor greatly. The altered plan is not what I agreed to and paid for, however, is acceptable to me
for the puirposes of settlement only. The third floor was planned as integral space for my heuse, , family,
and the value of the house. The presentation as to how to access the space is very important.

Due to water damage and other problems, the house has visible mold. The ccilings in the second floor are
heavily cracked and buckling. The sheet rock needs to be replaced and the upstairs needs to be repainted.
The floors throughout the house are uneven. Nearly all walls are neither square or straight. The lopsided
nature poses difficulties in finishing the house in that the mistakes carmot be simply covered up and fixed
cosmetically. Buckled floors lead to buckled molding. I hdve already spent over $100,000 fixing
problems. The house costme apprommately $254,000 as purchased from Integrity. I was told that I
would be responsible to repair the marriage walls, which was "no big deal" and attach the electric boxes
which should take an electrician "a few hours". The third party inspection agency, NTA, stated that the
electric was a 200 amp service. It is a 400 amp services and cost me $12,000 to get it almost working, 1
still do not have electrical sign off from the county.

The county's approval of this project was a result of a legal settlemént and the house was requlred to be
built in accordance with the specifications as stipulated to with the county as the house is in an historic
district. Some of the windows were framed out and set to the wrong size by Integrity workers. The
overhangs are incorrect as built out by Integrity staff. The overhang build outs were/are lopsided and
proved necessary as there were large gaps and misalignment between the boxes.

I am sure that you realize that no one wants a defective house that is shoddy. The metal roof is lumpy as
the roof trusses have gaps in them and are not tight or level. All of these problems can be fixed but at
what cost? Accepting the many problems "as is" is worth what? Iknow, for example, the house has not
been bolted in the basement and the dormers were not bolted to the roof. Iam very concerned that other
problems will present themselves too as a result of manufacturing, building, and performance defects.

Thank you for any efforts to settle this regrettable and unfortunate matter. I look forward to speaking
with you on Monday at 11:00.

Milari Madis on



VIRGINIA:

IN RE:

BEFORE THE
STATE BUILDING CODE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD

Appeal of Milari Madison
Appeal No. 12-§

INFORMAL FACT-FINDING CONFERENCE ORDER

Under the authority vested in Article 2 (36-108 et seq.) of
Chapter 6 of Title 36 of the Code of Virginia, the Review Board

hereby orders an informal fact-finding conference pursuant to §

2.2-4018 of the Code of Virginia for the above-referenced appeal.

Notwithstanding the above, the conference may be waived if agreed

to by all parties.
Staff of the Office of the Review Board shall conduct the
proceedings for the purpose of clarification of the facts and

issues fox resolution in the appeal and the establishment of

pertinent documents to constitute the record.

By signature below, the Secretary attests that the Review

Board, by standing mction, so orders:

Vepon Uoose / alll feMoan,

. Secretary, State Technical Review Board

Date/Time of Conference: Tuesday, September 25, 2012; 11:00 am

Place of Conference: Loudoun County Code Development Office

Notify:

TREAPFLIZ2S

[

1503 Edwards Ferry Road, Leesburg, Va. 20177

Milari Madison{certified mail/reg. mail)
Cindy Davis(certified mail/reg. mail)
Chris Thompson (certified mail/reg. mail)
Richard R. Rowe (certified mail/reg. mail)
@Gina L. Schaecher, BEsg. (reg. mail)

2



From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 8:19 PM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); chris.thompson@Iloudoun.gov;
gschaecher@kasannlaw.com; Ralph Rinaldi; Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)
Cc: Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Calhoun, Steve (DHCD)

Subject: Re: (Parties in the Madison Appeal)

First, the appeal form specifically includes the IBSR which includes CAAs.

Under 13 VAC 5-91-70, Appeals under the IBSR are brought before the TRB, including NTA, Inc. and the
failure for DHCD to issue any requested NOV and/ot to tequite cortections to the units as NTA Inc. states
they will in the documents, see 13 VAC 5-91-180 and their packet to become a CAA. NTA is DHCD's

regulant.

It was intended that NTA, Inc. be a named party in the complaint as they are a regulant of DHCD's. I
certainly requested many times, that the appropriate action be taken, with tespect to "persons" and NTA,
Inc., and was also advised that I did not need to complete a separate complaint form but to include them in
the complaint against Milton/IBS. It becomes even more unusual that DHCD refers to a communication
that DHCD had with NTA and that NTA stated they were unfamiliar with "Milton"--- as if that somehow
negates Milton's responsibilities under the law because NTA was "unfamiliar" with Milton. (Hey, Mr. Fox,
how are those chickens doing? What, no chickens? Oh. I guess, I didn't need to ask.)

13 VAC 5-91-10. Definitions. “Compliance assurance agency” means an architect or professional engineer
registered in Vitginia, ot an organization, determined by DHCD to be specially qualified by reason of
facilities, personnel, experience, and demonstrated reliability,

to thvestigate, test and evaluate industrialized buildings; to list such buildings complying with standards at
least equal to

this chapter; to provide adequate follow-up services at the point of manufacture to ensure that production
units are in full

compliance; and to provide a label as evidence of compliance on each manufactured section or
module.

13 VAC 5-91-60. Notice of violation.

13 VAC 5-91-90. Penalty for viclation.

In accordance with § 36-83 of the Code of Virginia, any person, firm or corporation violating any
provisions of this chapter

shall be considered guilty of a Class 1 misdemeanor and, upon conviction, shall be fined not more than
$1,000.

13 VAC 5-91-100. Duties and tesponsibilities of building officials in the installation or erection of a registered
industrialized building.

A. All building officials are authorized by § 36-81 of the Code of Virginia to enfozce the provisions of this
chapter and



shall be responsible for and authotized to do the following.

1. Veﬁfy through inspection that the registered industrialized building displays the requited state registration
seal and

the proper label of the compliance assutance agency.

13 VAC 5-91-180. Comp]iance assurance agencies.

Application may be made to the SBCAO for acceptance as a compliance assurance agency. Application shall
be made

under oath and shall be accompanied by information and evidence that is adequate for the SBCAO to
determine whether the

applicant is specially qualified by reason of facilities, petsonnel, experience and demonstrated
reliability to investigate, test

and evaluate industrialized buildings for compliance with this chapter, and to provide adequate
follow-up and comphance

assurance services at the point of manufactuse,

13 VAC 5-91-200. Information required by the administrator.
5. General desctiption of procedures and facilities to be used in proposed setvices, including evaluation of the
model,

. factory follow-up, quality assutance, labeling of production buildings, and specific information to be
futnished on
or with labels.

6. Procedutes to deal with any defective buildings resulting from ovetsight.

s ] it S AL T '- R :
1) B @5 es DSEIN GO ecive "c’ﬁo 5 Honoonto

performedly
13 VAC 5-91-250. Industrialized buildings eligible for registration.

Any industrialized building must meet all of the following requirements to be registered and eligible for a
Virginia
tregistration seal:

1. The design of the building has been found by a compliance assurance agency to be in full compliance with
this

chapter. Approved designs shall be evidenced by the stamp and date of apptoval on each design sheet by the
compliance assurance agency.

2. The compliance assutance agency has conducted any necessary testing and evaluation of the building and
its
component patts.

3. The compliance assurance agency has provided the required inspections and other quality assurance follow-

up
services at the point of manufacture to assure the building complies with this chaptet.

TN



4. The building contains the approptiate evidence of such compliance through a label permanently affixed by
the

compliance assurance agency.

13 VAC 5-91-270. Manufacturer’s installation instructions and responsibilities of installéts.

A. The manufacturer of each industrialized building shall provide specifications ot instructions, ot both, with
each building

for handling, installing o erecting the building. Such instructions may be included as part of the label from
the compliance ‘

assurarce agency ot may be furnished separately by the manufactuser of the building: The manufacturer shall
not be : :

required to provide the foundation and anchoring équipment for the industialized building.

Milari Madison
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From: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>

To: "huntermadison2002@yahoo.com” <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>; "Davis, Cindy (DHCD)"
<Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "chris.thompson@loudoun.gov" <chris.thompson@loudoun.gov>;
"gschaecher@kasannlaw.com"” <gschaecher@kasannlaw.com>

Cc: "Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)" <Eric.Leatherby@dhecd.virginia.gov>; "McMahan, Alan (DHCD)"
<Alan.McMahan@dhed.virginia.gov>

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 4:20 PM

Subject: FW: (Parties in the Madison Appeal)

. Dear Parties:

Below is cotrespondence from Eric Leatherby, of the Va. Dept. of Housing and Community
Development’s industrialized building program, to the Review Board staff, requesting that NTA,
Inc. (a compliance assurance agency under Virginia’s industrialized building program) be
nofified of the proceedings in the Madison appeal to the Review Board.

el

After review of the documents we have to date in the matter, Review Board staff does not
consider NTA a party to the appeal. The parties are Ms. Madison, Ms. Davis (DHCD’s
industrialized building program administrator), Milton Home Systems, Iir¢. and the Loudoun
County building department. Attached is a copy of the informal fact-finding conference order
which was sent to the parties.

Should the informal fact-finding conference result in a change in perspective of how NTA, Tnc.
fits into this situation, then staff may decide to include it as a party. Should others notify NTA,
Inc. of the informal fact-finding conference and if they attend, then we will address their
involvement at that time.

Vemon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical
Review Board

State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email; Vernon. Hodge@DHCD.virginia.gov

N



From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 6:00 AM

To: Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Calhoun, Steve (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon (DHCD);
Davis, Cindy (DHCD); "chris.thompson@loudoun.gov”; "gschaecher@kasannlaw. com”; Ralph Rinaldi;
Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)

Subject: NTA, Inc. should be a party to the appeal - More from 9/17/12

The attached document of the Madison Stair Trimmer is the "plan" the Milton staff/crew
(unlicensed) had in hand when [ inadvertently found them in my house, after they demolished the
wall going from the second floor to the third floor. By demolishing the wall, without written
permission from me or Loudoun County, they caused additional dangerous conditions (viclations to
the USBC). They left hot dangling electric wites from the ceiling and unguarded drops/opening to
the various stairwells, as well as piles of construction debris. Iimmediately asked them to see the
plan, and explained why it would not wotk (setting apart the functionality of the design and use of
the space). The Milton staff agreed it would NOT wotk, called their boss, and abandoned the
pro]ect NTA, Inc. ATSE should have been involved with the ' 'approval" of the changes to the
plan, a "corrective" measure outlined in 13 VAC 5-91-200 of the IBSR. I repeatedly contacted
NTA Inc and they knew about the toblems

It should be noted that the chimney Mﬂton bu.ﬂt/ set 0n~slte caused a deviation from the.plan and
failed to meet code. A second contractor had to come in to ﬁx the chute to propetly accommodate
the pipes per the mfrs. specs.

Milari Madison
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Prepared by P. O'Toole for:

Integrity Building Systems

Floor & Ceiling Beam on The Madison Home (C484709-2) — Qebertads

Design as two span beam

w1 ]
T A T e TSP LTSI TE
A ﬂl c RIE
, Gz .
Il o
Span1= 192.25 Inches  Span2= 108.25 Inches
(1) General information:
Tribtitary to beam = 380 Inches
Roof Loading:
Reaction at flip beam = 0 Lbs. W= 0.00 PIi
Adjusted dead load reaction = Lbs. Wdi= 0.00 Pl
Span 1? Yes Span2? vy
Second floor loading :
Dead load = 15 Psf Wdl = 18.23 Pli
Live load = 30 Psf W= 54.69 Pl
Span 1?7 No Span2? No
Main floor loading:
Dead load = Psf Wdl= 0.00 Pl
Live load = Psf W= 0.60 Pii
Span 1? No Span2? No
Wall loading = 0P = 0.00 Pii
W1 = 54.69 Pl W2 = 54.69 Pli
Beam: 1.5x91/4" LVL (E2.0Fb = 2750 Psi E=
Number of Plys = 4 Fv=
Width = 1.50 inches
Depth = 9.25 Inches  Ix=
Duration Factor= 1.00 Sx =
Depth Factor = 1.02
Repetitive Member = 1.00
2} Bending Based on Moment Distribution: Distribution Factors:
Stiff. A = Stiff. B= .75/ Span = 0.0039 AtA=
Stiffness C = Stif. D=1/Span= 0.0069 AtB = Stiff. B/ (Stiff B + Stiff. C} =
At C = Stiff, C / (Stiff. B + Stiff. C)
. AtD =
Case 1:  Alispans fully loaded:
Wi = 54.89 Pli wz= 54.69 Pl

Fixed End Moments (ccw +; cw -; up +; down -):

FEMA=W1xSpani 42/(12x1000)=
FEM B =-W1 x Span1 42 /(12 x 1000) =
FEMC=W2xS8pan2 A2/{12 x 1000) =

188437.8 In. - Lbs,
-168437.8 In. - Lbs,
53402.8 In. - Lbs.

FEMD =-W2x Span2 42 /({12 x 1000)= -53402.6 In. - Lbs.
Bending cont.

A B c D
Dist.: -0.360 -0.640
FEM: 168437.8 -168437.8 53402.6 -53402.6
Adjust. = -168437.8 -84218.9 26701.3 53402.6
1 st. distr. 0.0 62159.2 110393.6 0.0
Moments (In. - Lbs.) = -190497.5 1904975 0.0

. 25p anLBr
i E

v

2000000 Psi
250 Psi

395.73 In. ~ 4
85.56 In.»3

0.000
0.360 -
0.640
0.000

81252011
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Prepared by P. O'Toole for: Intagrity Building Systems
Floor & Ceiling Beam on The Madison Home (G484703-2) Cont. ’
. Moments:

Span 1: 3 v

[Ral L

,
7 7
Rb = (W1 xSpani*2/2 - Mb)/ Spant = 6247.7 Lbs,
Ra = {W1 x Span12/2 + Mb) / Spani = 4266.0 Lbs,
Distance fo moment=X1=Ra fW1= 78.01 Inches
M=Rax (X1} - W1 x Span122/2= 166385 in. - Lbs.
Mmax= 190497 In. - Lbs.
Span 2:. :
v_
L b
el
Vd /'if

Rc= (W2 x Span2”2 / 2 + Mc) / Span3 = 4719.8 Lbs.
Rd = (W2 x Span242 /2 - Mc) / Span2 = 1200.2 Lbs.
X2=Rd/Wi= 21.95 Inches
M= Rd x (X2) - W2 x (X2)*2/2 = 13169 In. - Lbs.
Mmax = 190497 In. - Lbs.

Maximum Moment=  180497.5 In. - Lbs,

2} Bending:
Sx= 85.56 In.A3
Fb= 2816.6 Psi
b= 2226.4 Psi 0.K.

3) Deflection:
Use Deflection ~= .0092 x w x L *4 / (El): Worst Case 2 span (oaded

Deflection = 0868 In. = L/ 221
Status: O.K.
4) Shear:
V = Max reaction from above:
V= 6247.7 Lbs.
Shear Stress, fv = 169 Psi
Allowable, Fv = 250 Psi 0.K.
5} Reactions at supporis:
Reaction at each end = Max reactionataord= 4266.0 Lbs.
Reaction at center support=Rb + Rc = 10967.5 Lbs. »w=—mm
2Spanlbr

81252011
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Prepared By P. O'Toole for: Integrity Building Systems 8/23/2011

“ubject: Floor Reinforcement at Chimney - The Madison Home (CC484709-2) 131 In. Span

w1 (pli) P w2 (pli)
JUTHAECAEHIHEITIAN |
RI . . Rr-
a= 109.00 In. L b= . 22.00In. s
b : L= 131.00 In. L
e X
Dimensions:
W+: wa:
DeadlLd = 10 Psf DeadLd = 10 Psf
Live Ld = 30 Psf Live Ld= 30 Psf
.Trib= 32 In.ofc Trib. = 32 In. ofe —
wi= 8.89 Pli w2= 2231 Pli _ @A SN
wi (ll)= - B.67 Pli w2 ()= 6.67 Pli
L= 131.00 Inches P= 0.0 Lbs.
a= 109.00 Inches Pl = 0.0 Lbs.
b= 22.00 Inches Trib, for P; 44 5 Inches
Beagpr  Triple 1.5 x 9.25 No. 2'Spf _
Width, b = 1.50 Inches Ix= 296,79 In. 7 4
Depth, d = 9.25 Inches Sx = 64.17 In, 43
Number = 3 _
E= 1400000 Psi -
Rr= 852.6 Lbs. Rl= . 607.0 Lbs#sum= 14596 Lbs. V. 1459.6 Lbs,
Fb= 875 P&l = 1106.9 Psi Cf= 110
Fv= 135 Psi = 135 Psi Cd= 1.00
Cr= 1.15
Bending: _ .
Point of Mmax: 68.29 Inches from left
Mmayx = 20725.8 In. - Lbs.
fb= 323.0 Psi O.K.
Shear: Vmax. atP atd from Rr:
Vimax = 4958 Lbs.
fv= 17.9 Psi O.K.
Deflection Criteria:
Defl. =L/ 720 Defl. LL=L/ 360
WH1:

Case 1:0<=x<=a:Defl. =wx [a*2(2L-a)*2 - 2ax*2(2L-a) + Lx”3] / 24EIL:
Case 2:a<=x<=L: Defl. = wa2 (L-x) [4Lx-2x*2-a*2] / 24EIL:

Ww2: .

Case 1: 0 <=x <= a: Defl. = wb2 (L-x) [4Lx-2x2-b*2] / 24EIL:

Case Zra<=x<=L: Defl. = wx [b*2(2L-b)*2 - 2bxr2(2L+b) + Lx3] / 24E]L:

Deflection: Startx at approximatiey = 56.0 Inches
Increment = 0.5 Inches
Stop = 78.5 Inches
-a= 109.00 Inches b= 22.00 Inches
Max. Deflection = 0.090 Inches = L/ 1451 0K
Max. LL Deflection = 0.060 Inches = L/ 2197 0K .
e
' . ' : aJ
DefiCalc Paged c])F =



Prepared By P. O'Toole for: Integrity Building Systems 8/23/2011

- Subject: Floor Reinforcement at Chimney - The Madison Home (CC484709-2) 131 In. Span

(

Deflection Calcutations: ‘ . _
w1 w2: P

: Totals:

X Case:  Defl. w1 Defl. Wi{ll) X Defl. W2 Defl. W2(). Defl. P Defl. P ()| Defl. W Defl. W(
{inches) (Inghes)  (inches) (Inches)  (Inches) (Inches) . (Inches) {Inches) | (Inches) ({inches
56 1 0.075 0.0581 75 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.088 0.055
56.5 1 0.075 0.051 74.5 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.088 0.055
57 A1 0.075 0.052 74 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.088  0.055
57.5 1 0.075 0.052 73.5 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.088 0.056
58 1 0.076 0.052 73 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.056
585 1 0.076 0.052 725 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.056
59 1 0.076 0.053 72 0.013 0.0604 0.000. 0.000 0.089 0.057
59.5 1 0.076 0.053 71.5 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.057
. 60 1 0.076 0.053 71 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.088 0.057
60.5 1 0.076 0.053 70.5 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.057
61 1 0.076 0.054 70 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.058
61.5 1 0.076 0.054 69.5 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.058
62 1 0.076 0.054 69 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.058
62.5 1 .0.076 0.054 68.5 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.080 0.058
- 63 1 0.077 0.054 68 - 0.013 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.058
63.5 1 0.077 0.055 67.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.080 0.059
64 1 0.077 0.055 67 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.059
64.5 1 0.077 0.055 66.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.080 D.058
65 1 0.077 0.055 66 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.020 0.059
65.5 1 0.077 0.055 65.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.059
66 1 0.077 0.055 65 0,014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.059
66.5 1 0.077 0.055 64.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.059
67 1 0.076 0.055 64 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.080 0.059
67.5 1 0.076 0.055 63.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.059
68 1 0.076 0.055 63 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.060
68.5 - 1 0,076 0.055 62.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.060
69 1 0.076 0.055 62 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.060
69.5 1 0.076 0.0585 61.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 - 0.060
70 1 0.076 0.055 61 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.060
70.5 1 0.076 0.055 60.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.080 0.060
71 1 0.076 = 0,085 60 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.060
71.5 1 0.076 0.055 59.5 - 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.090 0.060
72 1 0.075 0.055 59 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.060
725 1 0.075 0.055 58.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.059
73 1 0.075 0.055 58 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.059
735 1 0.075 0.055 57.5 0.014 0.004 0.000" 0.000 0.08¢ 0.059
74 1 0.075 0.055 57 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.059
745 1 0.075 0.055 56.5 0.014 - 0.004 - 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.059
75 1 0.074 0.055 56 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.088 0.059
755 1 0.074 0.055 55.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.088 0.059
76 1 0.074 0.055 55 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.088 0.059
.76.5 1 0.074 0.055 54,5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 | 0.088 0.059
77 1. 0.073 0.054 54 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.087 0.059
77.5 1 0.073 0.054 53.5 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.087 0.058
78 1 0.073 0.054 53 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.087 0.058
785 1 0.073 0.054 525 0.014 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.087 0.058

(

i ::DefiCalc Page g of &



Prepared by P. O'Toole for:

Integrity Building Sysiems

Subject: Ailt. Beam at Bedroom #1 Roof - The Madison Home

Header: Double 1 1/2x 24 LVL (E2.0)
Grade: LVL (E2.0) ‘gIHIIIIIIIHIIIIHIHHHIIIEIIIHIIHIIIIHIIIIIIIIIIIHIII 4
Width b = 3.00 Inches : 2] L
depthd = 24.00 Inches [Beaction R 1 EQ;IT_L_I —
x = 3466.00 In. 4 4 e ¥
Sx= 288,00 In. 43 IReaction R |
General Information:
Box Width = 262 Inches Line Load W = 27.88 Pli - page 2/24, #4
Eave = Inches Live Load W({ji) = 20.91 Pli
- "Roof Dead Load = 17 Psf Floor D. Load = Psf
. Roof Live Load = 30.8 Psf Floor Live Load = Psf
Attic Live Load = Psf Woall Dead Load = PIf
Allowables: :
Fb= 2750 Psi Beam Stability Factor Cl:
Fy= 250 Psi b>d ? : No
E= 2000000 Psi Lateral support Ju = 48 Inches
Repetitive Cr= 1.00 u/fd= ‘ 2.00
Durafion Factor Cd = 1.15 le= 206xIu 98.88 Inches
Size Factor Cf = 0.94 Rb = {le x d / bA2].5= 16.24
Flat Use Factor Cfu = 1.00 Kbe = ¢.610
Cm*= 1.00 FbE = KbE xE/RbA2 = 4626.8 Psi
Beam Stability Cl = 0.93 Fb' = Fb{Cr)(Cd){CH(Cm) = 2967.1 Psi
Design Fb = Fb(Cr)(Cd)(CH}{Cfu){CI}{Cm): &=Fbe/Fb'= 16

Deslgn Fb = 2571.9 Psi Cl=(1+&¥1.9-{{(1 + &¥/1.9]"2 - &/ 9505
= 0.931
Bending:
Max. Span= [8xSxFb/W]A 5= 461.07 Inches
Desired Span = 189,00 Inches
Deflection:
Deflection Criteria: Defl. L/ 180
LL Defl. =L 240
Total Deflection = 5WLA4 / 384E1:
Deflection = 0.067 In. = L /2821 oK
Live Load Deflection = Total Deft. x (W(LLYWmax):
Live Load Deflection= 0.050 in. = L [3761 0.K.
Shear:
V=12xWx{L-2d)= 1965.2 Lbs.
Shear Stress fv = 40.9 Psi O.K.
Teavr ke
Latae 270l 1M\ = Zuset
G AP .
S vy W A S B
P.C'Toole;
11559 Split Oak Drive
Granger, IN 46530
{P): 574-247-1726: (F); 273-9948
SGLWHEAD

e-mail: pmo5757@sbeglobal.net

8/23/2011
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Company.  : Integrity Building Systems Aug 23, 2011
Designer ~ : P. O'Toole : 2:2% PM
Job Number ; Beam at The Madison Home Bdrm #1 Checked By:

Joint Coordinates and Temperatures

Label ) X [in] Y [in] Temp [F]
1 N1 0 0 0
2 N2 34 0 a
3 ) N3 189 0 0
Member Primary Data
Labe LJoint —ldoint _Rotate(deg) Section/Shape  Typa _ Designlist __ Material _Design Rules _
1 M1 N1 N2 Beam Beam | Rectangular i LVL Typical
2 M2 N2 N3 Beam Beam | Rectangular | _1VL Typical
Wood Section Sefs
Label Shape Type Designlist _ _ Material _DesignRules _A[in2] }(90.270) {i..) (0.180} fin..
1 Beam 2-1.5X24FS Beam Rectangular LVL Typlcal 72 54 3456
2 | LVLBeam [2-1.5X11.25..| Beam Rectangular LVL Typical 33.75 25.313 | 355,857
Custom Wood Properties
Label Fb [psi] Ft [psi] Fv [psi} Fe [psi] _Elpsi] scL
(4 [ evi(e20) T 2750 l 1000 [ 285 [ 1000 | 2et6 | _Yes |

Joint L.oads and Enforced Displacements (BLC 1 : Fully Loaded)

Joknt Label LDM Direction Magnitude(th,Ib-in in,rad |b*s*2/in (
] N2 E L | Y B JL‘_T%%“H .
_Member Distributed Loads (BLC 1 : Fully L gaded)

Member La... Direction Start Magnitude[lbfin.d... End Magnitude{lb/in.deq] _Start Lecation(in,%) End Location(ip, %]
1 M1 Y -27.875 -27.875 0 . Q
2 M2 Y -27.875 -27.875 0 0
Joint Reactions _
1c Joint Label X [ib] Y [ib) MZ [lb-in]
1 1 N3 0 2803.274 0
2 1 N1 Q 3895.476 0
3 1 Totals: 0 6698.75
4 1 COG (in); X: 78.092 Y:0

Member Wood Code Checks (By Combination)

LC Member Shape UC Max___Locfin] Shear ... Loclin} Fe'lpsi} Fifpsi] Fblpsi] Fvipsil RB CL CP_ Eagn
{1 11 M1 |2-1.5X24FS 144 34 1.248 | 0 {1007.8.. 1035 [2823.7.1327.75 6,632 | .802 | .073 [3.9-3
L2 [1 M2 |2-1.56X24FS .183 43-433 178 | 165 £219.085) 1035 2823.7.1327.75(6.532 | .992 | 212 |3.9.3

Member Section Deflections (By Combination)

Member Labe] Sec X [In] v (in} {m) Ly Rafio

1 ‘1 M1 1 0 0 . NC
5 . 2 0 -013 NC (
3 3 0 -.026 NC .
4 4 0 -.038 NC.-
o e At B i o e E———————————————w————
~RISA-2D Version 8.0.2  [C:\RISA\BeamLumber.r2d] Page 1 ]
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Company lnteqrity Building Systems - Aug 23, 2011
Desligner ~ : P. O'Toole : , . 2:2% PM
Job Number : Beam at The Madison Home Bdym #1 Checked By:
%—_—.ﬁ“ﬁ

Member Section Deflections (By Combination) (Continued)

LC Member Label Sec X [in] v ylin] {n) Liy Ratio
S . 5 0 -.049 NG
8 1 M2 1 it} =049 NC
7 2 1] -.08 3626.642
8 3 1] -.079 2860.873
9 4 1] -.049 4261.126
RiSA-2D Version 8.0.2  [CI\RISA\BeamlLumber.r2d] Page 2
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PATRICK M. OTOOLE
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For _ ISTELZytM BasiLfille SUSrtns oy P

susseeT _ MaDISes (CABMIH7) - PR SIAL L Pamcys -
REFERENCE Thatas /721 L2%7-9% A7\

———

RS Clletay, Liose L. B g ) ~ '—C—:—— —';
@ KLL’"J? @IDS R e il A EXISTING 210 FRAMING -]

T loa A 2 AN = 4, uw ekl

T
[
|
EE’EJ
l
E=
_'_.
|

-
N
L—=—

P
]
i ]
E
EXISTING TRUSSES
'Lsz MING
o210 F MJ
EXISTING TRUSEES
EXISTING TRUSS
ﬁr G TRUSSES [
~
iy

by, P B dAAMcMC/zL B S e
= feoe | i
kTR A @E?'-,_,__ .| melooRcaLG el \ lég:l g’lr NEi
X isﬁ-&: M /I

e eayR.sl1 T ,
L ANBea G:DISG‘ d=_ { 5@4’ Co "“:"}7: - PROPGSED 2610 FRAMING{LL__

{108 :@ :
o (SR m/é_mmds\m} e
[ T i 8‘-.—.. ppageneinromratyay el _......'.... ..'..._"l [

SE R g m c__, :

Tean R Gt « 76-11 Fﬁlarﬂ[‘fz{r I‘??_‘ _'._

e BEoIIAUS - q*—/ﬁmz 35 w?f;a. T
[% R—-L Sﬂhc" T o - - -

et v o
b s -1 e e

,223 Ms:md.—a e e T f,_._::_'_'?_féi;:.???é?é T
' —P&-%p@m&mﬁw- obt AP o cmlbf e -_.

h AR

?ttii'ifl?g'f@?ffvﬁw i Vo Poef  zes S GE
2d=3% P

Vst L alassY/azd s Mﬂaﬂfon&‘[ﬁiﬂm\j 7 oéags\l /a;\ P 2enztbe
= d,S87s "LZ‘]'R 4 29,8 " wm,
| Booaawer | ao 74 Bl_u.véféx\f Mazzg™ (e _ ‘"‘%#2[2!”7\: 5’1‘?&.. e

Lma; %ﬁ;é‘m THEN %{ﬁau\ﬁ/z!; G}&ct"‘ o e e e

' @'muu&e LT 93‘4&__ . _ zii:* 7 145D . s
+»’%\[ /14!5,\ T 'C."'x'?"—"'m&?:_" RO b [ ks, <, @S

-

I . 'Lﬁ.‘ &&Qﬁ_ ..@..h - oS = _® - ¢ me——— _.E'L’&_{?-:
R I“fmilimndﬂdﬂﬂ . ..7(.3/1" __’ £ . . e e —

N B A e —— e

,%M:ag@ U ., S S RS BEL T
Poes = Bova Mo MAGE L St LDS528.% Alw £- Ress T 133

.

{



FROM THE DESK OF: ~' Page

of

Job Neo.

PATRICK M. OTOOLE
11559 SPLIT OAK DRIVE GRANGER, [V 46530 ~ 574 247 - 1726

DATE fé}é’_‘l* REV.

For _ITELRITY T bibl  SYSTEAMS By P

suBieeT . MM - SPUA "Sale. Bramag

REFERENCE

@ Frhere - Sisri Thies:
- Ty A e iuAtesed Chre

e e e e .. %% ?e_w_ﬂ- —
N\é-a -\M.\L_A_s“ An ’Lfa:m Cm_ P"ﬁb‘s*_MF _“—

L UL o e e

. R £l 2t ._’-;A-u\r PR -_..»-*-f,a-’";"“l "
-3

— Pl Aper ) ases o
e S S = I -
e k:z’u.f\l?m\ /m:?,_ o et el

\.o’L._ dm T [ AL G e e o R

Es.;.::""éd m(ésy@if SLINE E:J[bs-s\+ : ,IIE-:S‘S\AM Z<\V ié‘:‘? —ded®

- Nacsor—ABMOZE o dmr T T D

. Berer Momsr- Shme TAg '\12““_4_&; el A 8 File Aot i '
Am‘“gb‘-\— 2. A eaesg

- '7_711_’ '::m. JLDQ fzﬁ;’; L Tecties ILM% '“'""fj.f;f_-: e

(O T B e = BT RS Taas @f"fwwgaa; R

TS 7‘:/2 e st s i o e et

..... ‘Z\L(D ,\_b 5 a 95&_-, g Lé C;__ — . __ et 4t et s Aot

""““"”:’"“’495‘ SNV S S @JL [ e e A PR S o

...m._n....._"__*_”_wzug Ry s P s i * e
Lo fka Meuien s S

o m;dr' M&_\& L_\&.u ._ Le.lb= I‘ZJSL} .- ..-,.‘. . e e

.- R X C%\ Zt f.! W ,/it 'M)_v o | i e -
m.;::';_:.:::.,.fwf _. ..AU—@LJ e T
AR CZ\ Sl (S, 18 SRS “.": e
S R

f‘ I ) ) ?-'711




Designer

Company lnteqrity Building Systemns Aug 25, 2011
: P. O'Toole 1: %
Job Number : Trimmers at Spiral Stair - Madison Home Checked By:

Joint Coordinates and Temperatures .

- Label X [in} Y.Jin] Temp [E)
1 N1 0 0 0
2 N2 : 70.5 0 0
3 N3 105.5 0 1]
4 N4 188 0 a

Member Primary Data

Labe] { Joint J Joint Rotat Secfion/Shape Type Design List Maferial Design Rules
1 M1 N1 N2 : Beam Beamn_| Rectangular | No. 2 Spf.[. Typical
2 M2 N2 N3 Beam Beam | Rectangular | No. 2 Spf | Twoical
3 M3 N3 -~ N4 Be_am Beam | Rectangular | No. 2 Spf Typical
Wood Section Sets :
| abel Shape Type Design ist Materi ign Rul Alin2] _1(80.270) §i..§ {D,180) [in...

— [ 1 ] Beam r/,3-2x1o | Beam [ Rectangular | No.2Spf | Tvpical 41.625 |_70.242 | 296.795

Custom Wood Properties

Label Fb [psi) Ftlpsil Ev [psi} F¢ [psi] E [psi] SCL
1 LVL(E2.0}) 2750 1000 285 1000 2e+6 Yes
2 LVL 2750 1000 285 1000 1.8e+6 Yes

Joint Loads and Enforced Displacements (BLC 1 : Full Load) -
Joint Label LDM ' Direction Magnitudeflb,Jb-in in.rad [b*=A2/in
L1 N2 I L [ Y L -984 |

Member Distributed Loads (BLC 1 : Full Load)

La... Direction Start Magnijlude[ibfin,d... End Magnitude(lb/in.deg] rt Location|in,g End Location[in.%)

1 M1 Y -6.806 -8.808 0 0
2 M2 Y. -4.444 -4.444 0 0
3 _ M3 Y -1.111 -1.111 0 0

Joint Reacfions . _

LC Joint |.abel X Ih) Y iib] MZ [Ib-in] - _

1 1 N1 0 1110.898 Q
2 1 N4 0 601.235 4]

-3 1 Totals: 0 1712.131
4 1 : COG (in): - X:. 66.37 Y:0

Member Wood Code Checks (By Combination}

. LC_Member Shape UC Max __ Loc[in] Shear .. 1 ocfin] Fc'lpsi] Ftlpsi] Fbpsil Fvipsil RSB CL CP___Eqnp

1 [1 M1 3-2X10 -.864 7051 297 | 0 [1100.7.} 495 |1106.8.] 135 0 1 965 13.93
2 114 M2 3-2X10 564 0 2036 | 35 1140.7.1 455 |1106.8.1 135 0 1 992 13.9-3
3 (1 M3 3-2X140 652 .160 183.51817.97 | 495 [1105.8.] 135 16.176] 1 211 13.8-3

> M—l o ot
=

RISA-2D Version 8.0.2  [C:RISA\StairTrimmer.r2d] ' Page i % g
¥q
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Company Integrity Building Systems Aug 25, 2011
Designer : P.Q'Toole 1:591 PM
Job Number : Trimmers at Spiral Stair - Madison Home Checked By:
Member Section Deflections (By Combination)

LC Member Lahel Sec - x finl ¥ [in] —{n) Liy Ratio
1 1 M1 1 0 0 NC
2 : 2 . 0 _-.142 2172.877
3 3 0 -271 1377.623
4 - 4 0 -.374 1605.116
5 5 a ~44 NC
B 1 M2 1 0 -44 NC
7 2 0 -456 2275.02
8 3 ] (>-461 1744.752
9 4 0 -458 2382.56
10 - 5 0 - 442 NC
11 1 M3 1 0 -442 NC
12 2 0 -375 1909.856
13 3 ] =271 - 1660.677
14 4 0 -.142 2644621
15 5 0 . NC

a>: Yoo ok
L RISA-2D Version 8.0.2  [CARISAIStairTrimmer.r2d] Page 2



Company
Designer

: Infegrity Building Systems
: Igthtgole' 9%y

Au%25. 2011
2:25 PM

- Job Number : Trimmers at Spiral Stair - Madison Home Checked By;
' f Der Meantan t— EVIGTAL TS

Member Section Forces (By Combination)

LC Member Label Seg Axialllb] Shear|Ib] Momentfib-in]
1 1 M1 1 0 _1333.563 0-
2 2 0 - i21 3.607 -22446.938
3 3 4] 1093.652 -42779.656
4 4 (] 973.696 -80998.154
5 5 4] 853.74 . ol 7102.432°
6 1 M2 1 0 -130.26 -77102.432
7 2 0 -169.145 -75792.536
8 3 0 -208.03 ~74142.395
9 4 0 -246.915 -72152,011
10 5 0 -285.8 -69821.383
11 1 M3 1 0 -789.8 -69821.383
12 2 0 -812.992 -53092.241
13 3 0 -836.184 -35878.963
14 4 0 -859.376 -18181.549
15 5 0 -882.568 0

RISA-2D Version 8.0.2  [CARISA\StairTrimmer.r2d] Page 3; Q
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Prepared by P, OToole for:

Subject: Thrust Beam at Spiral Stair - The Madison Home

Integrity Bullding Systems 8/25/2011

H d ingle . .
eader: Single 1 1/2 x 9.25 LVL (E2.0) E
Grade: LVL (E2.0) ‘:lﬂ]ﬂllllIHilHlHlllllH QLTI ITTEETR r
Widthb = 1.50 Inches L2 2 1
depthd = 9.25 Inches [Reaction R ] o s
Ix= §8.93 n.~ 4 X m Air
Sx= 2138 in.~3 ' i m
General Information:
Box Width = 262 Inches Line Load W = 34.46 Pli - page 2, #6
Fave = Inches Live Load W(ll} = 20.91 Pli
Roof Dead Load = 17 Psf FloorD. (oad = Psf
Roof Live Load = 30.8 Psf Floor Live Load = Psf
Attic Live Load = Psf Wall Dead Load = PIf
Allowables: .
Fb = 875 Psi Beam Stability Factor CI:
Fv= 135 Psi b>d ? No
E= 1400000 Psi Lateral support [u = 16 Inches
Repetitive Cr= 1.00 lu/d= 1.73
Duration Factor Cd = 1.15 le= 206xu 32.96 Inches -
Size Factor Cf = 1.1¢ Rb ={le xd /br2Jr.5= 11.64
Flat Use Factor Cfu = 1.00 Kbe = 0.610
Cm* = 1.00 FbE = KbE X E / RbA2 = 6302.5 Psi
Beam Stability Cl = .99 Fb' = Fb(Cr}(Cd)}{CF){Cm) = 1106.9 Psi
Design Fb = Fh{Cr}{CAYCAHC){CI{Cm): &=Fbe/¥Fb'= 57
Design Fh = 1084.0 Psi Cl=(1+8)1.9-{[(1 + &)1.9]*2 - &/.95}A 5
Cl= 0.990
Bending:
Max, Span= [BxSxFb/W]r5= 73.37 Inches
Desired Span = 70.50 Inches
‘Deflection:
. Deflection Criteria: Defl. = L / 180
LL Defl. =L 240
Total Deflection = 5WL*4 / 384El:
Defiection = 0080 In. = L /881 0K,
Live Load Deflection = Total Deft. x (W{LL)Wmax):
Live Load Deflection= 0,049 In. = L[ /1452 0.K
Shear:
Va12xWx({L-2d}= 895.9 Lbs,
Shear Stress fv = 96.9 Psi 0K
P.OToocle:
11559 Split Oak Drive
Granger, IN 46530
(PY: 574-247-1726: (F): 273-0948
SGLWHEAD

% e-mail: pmob757@sbeglobal.net



Job - TSk - Truss Type Gy Py ¥
Integrity Building Systems ]
V721 129758 HINGED ATTIC 1 4 is; T"w 9112 cape (1 297-9S & L278-9M)
Rafarsnce {optional,
Univereal Forest Products Inc., Grand Raplds, Wi 49525, AnGrew MUlSirar R - :egnozn “X: Indiustrias, Int. 14 TTAZTI 01 Page ToF 1
) reao D3k MXKH k14 e RzecsS-5XeFAKXPAPVWYal i, kiiqXyiDUwiglhRrzQqEL
(15150 &0 T 480 ol
'r, 57 "L278-9M" shown right side
M
SEHIAE
1’
3 1
31
.00 -
BEH1D
3
3 Hijs "o
- 1 LT
-
¥ = R
-
14 x|
. 108 1578 . 2280 .
- ' 100 —+ [T} 1 108 ! 5-'1‘53 1
Piata Offsofs {CY): {2:0-0-T5,0-4-13), [3:0-0-11,0-1-2], [$:00-11,0-1-2], [10:00-11,0-1-2], {1 :21-8-10,98-0107, [17:0-003 0403
Eo"ﬁgg’é;‘;“ fgﬁﬁg’é‘:,f SPACING 204 csl DEFL n Qoc} Udefl Lid PLATES  GRIp
oL 08 ToLL 82 Plates Incroase 445 T 067 Veflll) 0361546 >517 24D MT20 197144
(Gronnd Snow=40,0) (Ground Snow=£0,0) . Lumber Increase 115 BC Gds Vert{TL] 086 15498 >334 180 Mg 14413
TeoL W 407.0 TCDL 16_5 " RepStressincr YES wR 061 Homfrl) 0481 42 na na 138
BCIL 00+ BELL 20 * Code BC200$TPI2007 (Matrix) At 035 1546 593 250 Welght: 176 Ib
BCODL 10.0 BCDL 15.0 Frao%
!I-,UMBEH% x BRAGING .
OP CHORD 2 X 8 SPF No.2 "Except* TOPCHORD  Structural wood sheathing direc fied or 5=
T4: 2 X & SPF 1650F 1,58, TS, T8: 2 X4 SPF No.2 BOTCHORD  Rigi colling directly applﬂ;d or 1'3’.2’ rﬂ: br:?:rlhn?-14 o putins. Pl
WEBS 1 Row at midpt k3 ’

BOT CHORD 2X 10 SYP DSS
WEBS 2X 3 SPF Stud "Except*
WE9: 2 X 6 SPF No.2

REAGTIONS (isks) 2+124500-8 (min. 0-2-1), 1221487/0-3-8 (min, 0-2-0), 15<077/0-3-0 {min, 0-4-8)
Max Horz 2=461(L.C 7}
Max Uplit2=-462(LC 9}, 12=436(LC 10), 15%442(LC 10)
Max Grav 2=1323(LC 15), 12=1277(LC 2), 13=878(LC 14)

FORCES (Ib) ~ Max!muum Compression™aximum Tenslon

TOPCHORD  1-2=0/25, 2-3x=-12221363, 341025348, 4-5~-1105/488, 5-6=-417/429, 6-7m237/143, T-9=235/142, 817396429, 94 T=-4121128, S-10=A0s0/4gs, 10-11=-1025174,

11421 223/380, 12-13=0/25
BOTCHORD  2-18w.197/829, 16481977825, 18-195-195/827, 15-49%-195/027, 1415195827, 1214=-193/829

WEBS 101 4=-S41/4T5, 4162504402, 5-9=-641/461

REQUIRED FIELD JOINT CONNECTIONS - Maximum Compression () Maximun Tenston (b Maximumn Shear (Ib¥ Maximum Moment (-
5e64 /46114410, B=3TH132M102/0, Te200/14571810, G=373M 311840, 9641748174400, 1#5&1!4‘!5‘0&. 15-195m¥15’:m, 16=504422/0/0 (in)

NOTES (18-20) -
1) Wind: ASCE 7-05; 100mph §&24In 0.c.; TCDL=2.8psf; BCOL=4.0psf; (Alt. 122mph @16in 0.c.; TCDL=4.2pst; BCDL=8.0psf); h=a: 3 s
enclosed; MWERS (fow-rlxa) gable end zone and C-C Exieriortz) mnltl;c-c o e e o s SRS for et shgﬁﬂ'ﬁgmb?? G
2) ?gb:iggéa;;gﬂg DOL?::I { d snow); P$230,8 pst {roof € ]
: s P40 around snowj; , roof snow); Category |I; Bxp G; Partlaly Exp.; Ct=1,’
3} Roof design snow load has been reduced to accuunlfo'r)slopn. J: Gategory Il Bxn G fiy Exp; C1=1.4
4) Unbatanced snow loads have been considered for this design.
5) This truss has beon designed for greater of min roof lve load of 15.0 psfor 2.00 times flaf roof Yoad of 30.8 psfon overhangs non-concurrent
with other ltve loads, .
£) This trrss has been designed for baske kbad combinatlons, which Include cases with reductons for multiple concunent Hve loads.
T} All plates are MT20 pltes untess otherwise indicated.”
8} See BER{8 DETAILS for plate placemont.
| %) Provisions must be made to prevent fateral maveinent of hinged member(s) during transportation,
10) All additional member connections shall be pravided by others for forges as Indlicated,
11) This truss has bean designed for 2 10.0 pst bottom chard live load nonconciwmentwith any other llve loads,
42) * This truss has been designed for a Fve [oad of 20.0psf on the batiom chord In all areas where a rectangle 3-6-0 tall by 2-0-0 wide will fit
betweon the hottom chord and any other memboers. :
43) Colling dead kad (5.0 psf) on member(s). 45, 3-10, 5-3
14) Boltom chord Iva load (30.9 psf) and addikonal bottom chord dead load (0,0 psf} applied only to room. 15-16, 1415
15) Provide mechanical connection (by others) of truss to bearing plata capable of withstanding 462 1 upltt at joint 2, 436 th uplift at joint 12 and

142 Jb uplift ot jolnt 25,
18) This trusy has been designed in accordance with the 2009 IBC Section 2302.4,6, 2009 IRC Section 802.16,2.

17) Altfe room checked for /360 defleciion,
18) If shown, fek! Instafled members are an Integral part of this design. To enstre proper performance, all flold installed members must be

installed prior o applying any boading {o the truss,
18) Take precaution to keep the chords In plane, any bendfag or twisting of the hinge plata must be repaired befora the building Is put into

setvice.,
20) Truss has boen designed por 2006 IBC Sec., 23034.2; 2008 IRC Sec. 802102,
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-designation is inappropriate insofar as once su

1 \/
McMahan, Alan (DHCD) b
From: Hunter Madison [huntermadison2002@'yahoo.com]
it Thursday, September 27, 2012 7:09 AM
v o Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Calhoun, Steve (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon

(DHCDY); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); mchris.thompson@loudoun.gov™;

""gschaecher@kasannlaw.com""; Ralph Rinaldi; Shelton, Bill (DHCDY; Rodgers, Emory
(DHCD)

Subject: Attic/thrid floor

Hello.

I am still considering the discussion we had on Tuesday but I thought the definition found in the ICC pursuant to
the IBSR VAC 5-91-160 would be immediately helpful. Thave also attached below a few e-mails that discuss the
thixd floor.

The E%%i%mm the floot for the third floor/attic, as provided by Milton. Thete was no doubt the Milton
KNEW the third floor was to be finished space.

ATTIC. Sevetal provisions apply to the attic area of a building, such as those relating to
ventilation of the attic space. In order to fully clatify that portion of a building defined as an
attic, Section 202 identifies an attic as that space between the ceiling beams at the top stoty
and the roof rafters. An attic designati i riate only if the area is not consideted

uch a
ch 2 space is utilized for some degtee of
occupancy, it is no longet deemed an attic.

The definition calls another etrot into question— NTA, Inc. ertoneously denotes the plan as a "two-
stoty" house.

From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thu 3/31/2011 6:06 AM

To: Martin Sickle

Cc: jlancelotta@weavergrecast.com

Subject: Hopefully, last few questions

Matty,

~ As soon as Dick has figured out the load for the basement steel beams can you get it to Jack. Thave fﬁy permits
© and want to get the foundation ordered.

How does the price for the 4 panel doot slabs at $100.00 per compare to the pricing you had?

A e SRy
The HVAC guy wants Do you have anything?

Do you install whole house fans? In addition to finishing the attic area, 43 x 30, I want to have a whole house fan
ocated in the room to remove the hot air from the house. The fan should be located along the south attic wall.

1
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As stated pteviously, BotaCate can pre-treat the wood for termites. Health does not inspect the house to make sute
it was used. It cost §69.99 per gallon and would be much cheapet than using other building products.

Do you have a spec sheet for the Matvin fiberglass windows and what do they cost per window? I would like to <
know their tatings. The gtill must be permanently fixed, inside and out and be 3/4". -

From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sun 4/10/2011 7:26 AM

To:! Martin Sickle

Subject: RE: HVAC - electric

Marty,

I want to have my super fan installed in the attic. If necessary, I will supply the fan but the ducts need to be added
priot to closing off walls with insulated 8" duct, 4, 16 insulation. The ducts ate illustrate in the PDF prodact

one in the master bed,

manual as attached. I think the I should have one in the ceiling of theg
one in the second floor hallway, and one in bedroom 3.

As for the HVAC, I will end up with two zones. The one unit should be placed
to heat and cool the attic and second floor. Can your expetts provide some ball patk as to where the

' chase needs to be and any rough ducts? I am working diligently to move this along but as of now, have little
forward movement with the HVAC system.

Milad 540-882-3160

From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Fri 3/4/2011 8:45 AM (
To: Martin Sickle -
Subject: House price, Madison

Marty,

I have concerns about puttmg the bits and pzeces together as the details add up either at your factory or for me to finish
later.

I spoke with Darren and he says you are pricing the project. Please know that I would like 8 panel doors to the down
stairs and 4 panel for the upstairs (the 5 panel are not consistent with a Colonial home).

I found Conestoga (from PA) unfinished cabinets through Cabinet Authority that I can use. They are RTA. Can you
install these and at what cost?

All of the walls all need insulation.

All rooms nee at least one ceiling light receptacle, the 1st and 2nd story porches need three recessed lights (I will furnish
the light)

All bathrooms need wall lights above the vanity sink and fans to the out5|de

We need Ethernet wiring to the family room, den, office 3nd atti

Certain trim specifications are attached that I would like to use, or something similar. Burton Molding 571-839-1143.

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com> : 4
To: "Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)'"' <FEric.Leatherby@dhcd.virginia.gov>; ""McMahan, Alan (DHCD)‘“' K
<Alan.McMahan@dhed.virginia.gov>; Steve ( DHCD) Calhoun <steve.calhoun@dhcd.virginia. gov>; ""Hodge, Vernon
(DHCD)"" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "'Davis, Cindy (DHCD)™ <Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>;

ok
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T,

"™gchris.thompson@ioudoun.gov™ <chris.thompson@loudoun.gov>; ""gschaecher@kasannlaw.com™
<gschaecher@kasannlaw.com>; Ralph Rinaldi <ralph@cowleslaw.com>; Bill <bill.shelton@dhcd.virginia.gov>; Emory
<emory.rodgers@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 5:59 AM

" Subject: NTA, Inc. should be a party to the appeal - More from 9/17/12

The attached document of the Madison Stair Trimmet is the "plan" the Milton staff/crew (unlicensed) had in hand
when I inadvertently found them in my house, after they demolished the wall going from the second floot to the
third floot. By demolishing the wall, without written permission from me ot Loudoun County, they caused
additional dangerous conditions (violations to the USBC). They left hot dangling electric wites from the ceiling and
unguatded drops/opening to the vatious stairwells, as well as piles of construction debris. 1 immediately asked
them to see the plan, and explained why it would not work (setting apart the functionality of the design and use of
the space). The Milton staff agteed it would NOT wotk, called theit boss, and abandoned the project. N'TA, Inc.
should have been involved with the "approval” of the changes to the plan; a "corrective” measute outlined in
13 VAC 5-91-200 of the IBSR. I repeatedly contacted NTA, Inc and they knew about the problems

It should be noted that the chitney Milton built/set on-site caused a deviation from the plan and failed to meet
code. A second contractor had to come in to fix the chute to ptopetly accommodate the pipes pet the mfts. specs.

Milari Madison

----- Forwarded Message -—

From: Jeff Bower <JeffB@integritybuild.com>

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>; Martin Sickle <MartyS@integritybuild.com>; Richard Rowe
<DickR@integritybuild.com>; Glenn Salsman <GlennS@integritybuild.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 6:50 AM

Subject: RE: RECAP LIST - Fireplace and Flooding, Contract Performance

\ttached are the engineer's calculations and mark-ups for the chimney construction, the column in
the living room and the opening for the stairway.
I was not involved with the west wall, so-I will need to check with Dick on what was done there.

Thanks,
Jeff

134



From: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>

Cc: "Davis, Cindy (DHCD)" <Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "gschaecher@kasannlaw.com”
<gschaecher@kasannlaw.com>; "Thompson Chris" <Chris, Thom son@loudoun.gov>; "McMahan, Alan
(DHCD)" <Alan.McMahan@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 10:23 AM

Subject: RE: Attic/thrid floor

Ms. Madison,

Go ahead and send us a copy of the purchase contract for the home and any manufacturer’s installation
instructions you obtained from them. Also, if you have any evidence whether the stairs from the second
floor to the attic (or third floor) were installed at the factory, or whether they were installed as part of the
set up of the home, please forward that to us.

Thanks,

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Review Board
State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email: Vernon Hodge@DHCD. virginia.gov




]

From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 12:04 PM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)

Cc: Davis, Cindy (PHCD); gschaecher@kasannlaw.com; Thompson, Chris; McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Ralph
Rinaldi; Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD) '

Subject: Re: Attic/thrid floor

T will mail you the document tomoxtrow as it is quite thick and I need to take it to a
copy center.

It is my feeling that tHe | because it does not relate to
the application of the code. Specifically, the reliance upon the erroneous
interpretation of well founded Virginia law is the main problem warranting the
appeal. DHCD cannot re-intetpret law without such authority having been bestowed
upon them by the G.A. The letter essentially states that Integrity is out of business
and therefore DHCD will do nothing. In fact, Integtity only changed theit name
which does not relieve an entity or persons of liability. Having said that, it is
important to continue to work through the applicable code sections.

I have attached the Petformance Agreement and Contract. The contract ptice was
negotiated directly with Milton, providing a substantial cash discount and signing the
Performance Agreement as an inducement to sell the house. Any question as to the
intent of the contract between the parties needs to be resolved by a court. In other
words, DHCD cannot make any presumptions about the contract.

Mr. Rowe indicated that he did not know whether or not the stairs came "as
attached”. Can you kindly consider asking the parties (including NTA, Inc.) fot any
documentation they have regarding that question (13 VAC 5-91-270)? Milton's on-
site staff member, Richie, may be able to confirm. The Final Quote DOES NOT
included the stairs as "shipping loose" Cindy has a copy of this document. It is my
position that 13 VAC 5-91-80 is applicable if the stairs were set on-site. Because, ata
minimum, setting the stairs made the building mote unsafe, and further then, by
demolishing the wall (by Milton staff), leaving hot dangling electri coming from
the third floor and open and unguarded drops to the stairwells

103.5 Reconstruction, alteration or repair. The following critetia is applicable to
reconstruction, alteration or repair of

buildings or structures: 1. Any reconstruction, alteration or tepair
shall not adversely affect the performance of the building or

structure, Ot cause the building or structure to become unsafe ot lower existing
levels of health and safety.

1

)



And, for the documentation related to the inspection process, as provided for in 13
VAC 5-91-250? It should be noted, the "approved design(s)" was also stamped and
cettified that it complied with applicable code (not just limited to what was
manufactured at the plant). The design, as a whole, was etroneously certified.

Thank you very much for your consideration and assistance.

Milari Madison



PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT

~ This Performance Agreernent (“Agréement™) is made as of MAY 4, 2011, by and between Milari Madison
{the “Customer"} and Totegrity Building Systems {*Fitegrity . .

: Background
Customet ties ordered 2, modalar building through Inteprity”s distributor, Convendent Installations, under
CENTRACT FOR MODUEAR # C-434700 ateehedt horeto s Atchment A, Tntegrity isthe builder of the
modular unifs and wishes 10 stand behind sid puarantes the performance under CONTRACT FOR MODULAR #

C-484703 in order t provids the Customer asstirances thet modular uitlts are manufactured, delivered and sef on the
foundation 25 provided in CONTRACT FOR MODULAR # C.484700,

Agreement

NOW THERLFORE, ih consideration of thi: mutual promises and undertakings set forth hereln, and for
other good and vafuable consideration, neluding the payments masde to. Convenient Tnstallations under CONTRACT
FOR MODULAR #G-484709, the receipt end-sufficiency ofwhish is herehy aekn ewledged, the parties agres s
follows;

1, Should Cpnyentent Installations fil to materdally perform any of its obligations under
CONTRACT FOR MODULARAFC-484708, npon the reasonable: vequest of the Cugtomer, Integrity shall perform
wittiout additional charge to Customer, thoss obligations, including but lited to deivering and setting on the
formdation the nuotdular tuits and panels,

2 LAW AND VENUE, This Agreement, and any and all claims arising nnder this Agreement, shali
be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the Commonweslth of Virginia, without regard to its
conHiots of taw provisions. Forthe adjudication of any and all disputes no matter their nature arising under this
Agreement, the parties hereby consent 4o pervonal juriadiction and venue in the state and federal couris sitfing in
Notthem Virginia, including but not limited to courts sitting in Londomm County, Fairfax Connty 2nd Alexandra,
VHsinj& '

i 3. COUNTERPARTS, 'This Agreement may besigned il any nymber of counterparts with the seme
£ffaghas §F1hé sigiinture an each such sounterpart were npon the sare kustroment, and ¢ facsimile transmission ar
cleptinnic defivery (e, pdf) of a mamal signature shall be deemed 6. b8 an original signature.

. AN WIINESS. WHEREQR, the parties héreto have.czused this- Agreement to. be exemated and-deliveredas
afthe date ahove.,

Milari Madison Tntegatity Building Systems .

TV\!\\W Mt T | By:WM’:/:;[/%/
' .../Ménsmue / /
By:%u :&‘/éh._—j [am‘mz%—«

«Glenn Szlsman -

&2
ol



McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

From: Hunter Madison [huntermadison2002@yahoo.com] o

Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 12:25 PM (

To: Hodge, Vernon (BHCD)

Ce: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); ™gschaecher@kasannlaw.com™; Chris™; McMahan, Alan (DHCD);
Ralph Rinaldi; Rodgers, Emory (DHCDY; Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)

Subject: Fw: Stairs not stated as shipping loose

Mt. Hodge,

I tried to send the final price quote, but the file is too big so it will not go through. Iknow Ms,
Daxvis has a copy of the quote. I will mail a copy with the other documents this weekend.

The staits ate dl 2s "shipping loose".

---—— Forwarded Message —-—

From: Hunter Madison <huntermadiscn2002@yahoo.com=>

To: ""Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)™ <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Cc: ""Davis, Cindy (DHCD)™ <Cindy.Davis@dhed.virginia.gov>; "gschaecher@kasannlaw.com™
<gschaecher@kasannlaw.com=>; ""Thampsen, Chris™ <Chiis. Thompsen@loudoun,gov>; ""McMahan, Alan (DHCD)™
<Alan.McMahan@dhed.virginia.gov>; Ralph Rinaldi <ralph@cowleslaw.com:>; Emory
<emory.rodgers@dhed.virginia.gov>; Bill <bill.shelton@dhed.virginia.gov>; Eric ( DHCD) Leatherby
<eric.leatherby@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 12:10 PM

Subject: Stairs not stated as shipping loose _ -~

L

This is the final quote that does not include the staits as "shipping loose". The document was too
big to attach with the previous e-mail.

Milati

T F
. i,r._.'_L



From: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhed.virginia.gov>

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>

Cc: "Davis, Cindy (DHCD)" <Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "gschaecher@kasanniaw.com"
<qschaecher@kasann!aw com>; "Thompson, Chris" <Chris.Thom son loudoun.gov>; "McMahan, Alan
(DHCD)" <Alan.McMahan@dhed.virginia.gov> ' ’
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 12:47 PM

Subject: RE: Attic/thrid floor

Ms. Madison,

The other parties are aware of the controversy concerning whether the attic stairs wete installed at the
factory or shipped to the site, or fabricated on site, so if they want to provide us with any information they
have, they have already been given the opportunity to do so. Ifnot, then we will leave that issue as an
unknown and address it from all perspectives if anything moves forward concerning that issue.

Ms. Davis is free to modify her decision at any time, but staff of the Review Board has no authonty to ask
her to rescind it.

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specmhst and Secretary, State Technical Review
Board

State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Cornmunity Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email: Vernon.Hodge@DHCD. virginia,gov

1 -



From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, September 30, 2012 8:23 AM

To: Hodge, Vernon {DHCD) ‘ 7 '

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); gschaecher@kasannlaw.com; Thompson, Chris; McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Ralph
Rinaldi

Subject: Re: Attic/thrid floor

It is my understanding that the TRB can issue subpoehas putsuant to 36-115 "in like
tanmner as a circuit court". This allows for duces tecum.

I am sute that we remember Mr. Rowe tepotted to Vernon Hodge that he did not
know whether ot not the staits were attached. I am mailing the "Installation Systerns
and Procedures for Setting Modular Housing" approved by NTA Inc. Match 7, 2011.
No whete is it suggested that the stairs are shipped loose, not does the quote sheet
state they are shipped loose. The plan, as stamped as being code compliant (13 VAC
5-91-250) and the staits to the third floot shown in the plan by NTA Inc, states that
the basement staits ate the "responsibility of the buildet" and that they need to
comply with code. No such statement is related to the stairs to the third floor. All
the plan states is "railing on site by others", the landing area. It should be noted that
the plans cleatly state the builder is "Convenient Installation" and that the
"Designet/Contractor" is "Integrity Building Systems, Inc",

Because DHCD regulates CAAs it is reasonable to request this information because
NTA, Inc. teptesents to DHCD that they require ot have cettain procedutes in place in
otdet to be listed as a CAA, a function to protect the health, safety and welfare of the
public. Found in the installation procedutes manual as being mailed, it states; "Caution:
Failure to fasten the sheathing to fixed portion of truss will result in 2 weakened roof
condition and create a dangerous and unsightly ridge across roof". At the conference
and in wtiting, I have noted this ridge.

As it is a decision made by DHCD and the TRB as to whether or not they will request
cettain documentation, I can only suggest that through subpoena or voluntarily NTA,
Inc. and/or Milton should be requited to provide the following;

1. any inspection/cettification documents related to ISSOP 3.3.3 ".. Production of
significant new designs, such as changing from one-stoty to two-story modulat." In
this case, fot a three stoty model (per ICC definition of a floot) _

2. Omitted documentation related to ISSOP , "Frequency" "5.4.1" (at page 1 of 5)
3. Copy of the contract between NT'A and now Milton :

4. NTA, Inc. IM 2.1, "completed unit files"

Section 202 identifies an attic as that space between the ceiling beams at the top stoty
and the roof rafters. An attic designation is apptoptiate only if the atea is not considered



occupiable.

1;
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HisS

CONSTRUGTIONE

Project Address:
Milari Madison
40153 Janney Street

Waterford, VA 20197
540-882-3160

The upper portion of the existing roof structure on this house, front and back, is not in
plane with the lower and middle portion of the roof. The upper portion has
approximately 3 1/2" less pitch'in 4-6' than the lower and middle. To see what might

be needed to fix this issue, we would need to start by cutting holes in the drywall
ceiling to look inside the attic.

The budget is 60,000-75,000. This includes:
> demo metal of main section only, drywall

> re~frame the roof ridge to straighten the run
> re-work the dormers, trim, siding

> new metal roof front and back

> reinsulate attic, repair drywall

> paint interior and exterior

> gutters

That's a pretty abbreviated Scope of Work, but once | get to look inside the attic by
cutting ‘a couple holes in the drywall, then | can get more detailed; and then | can get

the price more accurate. Also, you have power vents on the roof, but no gable or
soffet vents -- we need to address this.

Please let me know how you would like to proceed.

Thank You,

John E. Gannaway, President
iohn@hisconstruction.net

hisconstruction.net
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McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

From: Hunter Madison {huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]
ent: Monday, October 01, 2012 7:44 AM
(o: : Davis, Cindy (DHCD) "gschaecher@kasannlaw.com"; "Thompson, Chrls"; McMahan, Alan
(DHCDY); Ralph Rinaldi; Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)
Subject: Fw: final price
Attachmentis: madison final 5-5.xlsx

This file is smaller but shows what was shipped loose, not the staits. Prepayment discount
negotiated with Milton directly.

————— Forwarded Message —-

From: Darren <darren123@frontier.com>

To: malarie madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 5, 2011 11:44 AM
Subject: final price

here’s the new quote ill call you in a few and tell you what | had done with the plan credit. ook in the seals
section

oy
(o
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2012 7:24 AM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD), Calhoun, Steve (DHCD)

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); "gschaecher@kasannlaw com”; "Thompson, Chris"; McMahan, Alan (DHCD),
Ralph Rinaldi; Leatherby, Etic (DHCD)

Subject: Sign in sheet, copy request

Dear Mr. Hodge,

Can you kindly e-mail me a copy of the sign-in sheet passed around at the conference
last week in which Richard Rowe and Martin Sickle were present. '

Thank you.

Milari Madison

iy



From: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD) [mailto:Vernon Hodge@dhed.virginia.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2012 8:02 AM

To: Hunter Madison
Ce: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Gina Schaecher; Thompson, Chris; McMahan, Alan (DHCD)
Subject: RE: Attic/thrid floor

Ms. Madison,

The Review Board only has authority to cormpel the attendance of witnesses and that authority can only
be acted upon at a meeting of the Review Board by the Review Board itself. Staff has no authority
concerning that function. -

‘While I haven’t looked over the confract yet, it seems there is enough evidence to proceed under the
assumption that the stairs between the second floor and the third floor/attic were installed at the factory.
By this email, I'll ask for a position from Ms. Davis and Ms, Schaecher on this issue. If there is
agreement that the stairs were installed at the factory, then the next issue is whether Ms. Davis determined
that they were in violation of the IBSR. So we’ll need clarification of that before determining if anything
related to the stairs can move forward.

Vernon I—Iodge,. CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical Review
Board

State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 3717174

Email: Vemnon . Hodge@DHCD. virginia.gov



From: Gina Schaecher [mailto:gschaecher@kasannlaw.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2012 3:01 PM

To: Hodge, Vemon (DHCD); Hunter Madison

Ce: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Thompson, Chris; McMahan, Alan (DHECD)

Subject: RE: Attic/thrid floor ~

Mr. Hodge:

On behalf of Milton Home Systems, Inc. we write to acknowledge your request and fo advise that we are Ppreparing
our response based upon a review of our records and interviews with our people. We plan to have a response to you
by next week. ’

We thank you for your consideration and will contact you next week to confirm our position,
Best regards,

Gina L. Schaecher
Counsel for Milton Home Systems, Inc.

Gina L. Schaecher, Esquire
Kasimer & Annino, P.C.
7653 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, Virginia 22043
(703) 893-3914 - Phone
(703) 893-6944 - Fax

gschaecher@kasannlaw.com

Leesburg Area Office

39959 Catoctin Ridge Street
Paeonian Springs, VA 20129
(540) 882-4747

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
information that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which is prohibited under the applicable law.

S



From: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>

To: Gina Schaecher <gschaecher@kasannlaw.com>

Cec: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>; "Davis, Clndy (DHCD)"
<Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "Thompson, Chris" <Chris. Thompson@loudoun.gov>;
"mmelis@oag.state.va.us" <mmelis@oag.state.va.us>; "McMahan, Alan (DHCD)"
<Alan.McMahan@dhed.virginia.gov>

Sent: Thursday, October 4, 2012 9:03 AM

Subject: RE: Attic/thrid floor

I am responding to this email fo add Mike Melis to the Hst of persons copied on all correspondence. Mr.,
Melis is Ms. Davis” counsel from the Attorney General’s Office. 1have already forwarded to him all
correspondence recejved since the informal fact-finding conference. Please copy Mr. Melis on any firture
correspondence. His email address is mmelis@oag.state.va.us.

Thank you,

Vemon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical Review
Board

State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulatmn

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

EBmail: Vernon.Hodpe@DHCD. virginia.gov

201



From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, October 05, 2012 7:31 AM T
To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Calhoun, Steve (DHCDY); Davis, Cindy (DHCD) _
" Cc: Thompson, Chris; mmelis@oag.state.va.us; McMahan, Alan {DHCDY); Ralph Rinaldi; Rodgers, Emory
(DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCDY; Gina Schaecher : . _
Subject: Re: Attic/thrid floor request for documents

Ms. Davis should rescind Letter

‘The Appeal is ptedicated on a re-intetpretation by Ms. Davis of well-established
Virginia law that we should easily agree was ettoneous: The letter assetted that Milton
was "out of business” and therefore, no action would be taken. I have provided
documentation from Milton's former attorney that the company merely changed its
name and confirmed by the PA Corporation Comimission. Just because a company
changes its name does not mean it is not responsible for liabilities or damages.
Second, the notice of violation may be ditected to 2 company or persons. Milton has

the same employees/principals including Richatd Rowe, Glenn Salsman and Marty
Sickle (7).

Request for Documents

Please provide a copy of any certificate(s) in training/code for Ms. Cindy Davis and
the commencement date of her taking the position at DHCD and as found in 13
VAC 5-91-200, any ICC or DHCD cextifications in the apptoptiate subject atea
within 18 months of employment and maintain such certifications in an active status
specific to NTA Inc. personnel as DHCD has on file.

Iwould like a copy of the sign in sheet in which Mazty Sickle attended.

- NTA Inc Should be a Party in this Matter

NTA Inc. should be a party in the correspondence and matter as they approved the
design and etroneously certified that the data plate is cortect and that the plans
complied with the code (13 VAC 5-91-100.... and the proper label of the compliance
assurance agency). In order to become a hand-selected CAA, NT'A made

representations to DHCD to ensure public safety and welfare. The processes and
procedures, in this matter, wete not followed.

For example, NTA Inc. had 2 clear duty to ensute that the plant was certified to build
third floots as required in the-materials submitted to DHCD. Milton failed to receive
plant certification from NTA Inc. to produce, design or manufacture “three story”” modular
consistent with NTA Inc “Procedure For Continued Evaluation of Plant” 3.3.3, section 3 (2) page
1 of 3 and page 2.

A~



13 VAC 5-91-245. Manufacturer’s data plate. What is the (7) Design live roof load, design
floor live load when the CAA failed to appropriately prepare plans that SHOW a third
floox? (10) Special instructions for handling, installation and erection of the building,;
however, a list of such instructions that are furnished separately with the building shall
satisfy this requirement. The Instructions do not provide for the third floor.

13 VAC 5-91-250. Industrialized buildings eligible for registration. The design of the building
n found ance assurance agency to be in full compliance with this chapter.
Ry . 3 #u.:;i:"a 5%%“ @. .gfjﬁ e
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p approval on each design sheet by the compliance assurance agency. The
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allresponsibiliiiesunde

NTA Inc. had a clear duty that the "Installation Systems and Procedures For Setting Modular
Housing", approved by NTA Inc. March 7, 2011, by Michael Faller, were followed and to
"provide adequate follow-up" (13 VAC 5-91-180. Compliance assurance agencies...Application
shall be made under oath and shall be accompanied by information and evidence that is adequate
for the SBCAO to determine whether the applicant is specially qualified by reason of facilities,
personnel, experience and demonstrated reliability to investigate, test and evaluate
industrialized buildings for compliance with this chapter, and to provide adequate follow- -

up). Upon notifying NTA Inc of the problems, they state "will be rectified” in the materials
supplied to DHCD, NTA Inc. failed to correct the problems. '

Further, NTA Inc. failed to ensure that Milton complied with the "Procedures For Setting
Modular Housing", as "approved" by NTA Inc. by way of, including but not limited to, the Site
Installation and Inspection Report. In this case, Milton “wishes to stand behind and guarantee
the performance under CONTRACT FOR MODULAR #C-484709 in order to provide Customer
assurances that the modular units are manufactured, delivered, and set on the foundation as
provided in CONTRACT FOR MODULAR #C-484709.”

NTA represents to DHCD that they will rectify problems, but sifply ignored that Milton failed
to comply with the Integrity Building Systems, Inc. Installation Systems and Procedures For
Setting Modular Housing, approved by NTA Inc. March 7, 2011, by Michael Faller, at #1 5, page
5, in mimerous ways. Briefly and for example, "it is recommended that “every effort should be
made to make weather tight the units as prescribed herein, immediately after erection.” The _
structure took on a severe amount of water, resulting in mold, and extensive damage. The "Air
Barrier And Insulation Inspection Procedures” as approved by NTA Inc, June 8, 2010 signed by
Michael A. Faller were not followed, leaving a large opening from the second floor to the third

floor that was essentially a chimney for all heat to exit. The set-up process was incomplete,
lacking and remaining incomplete.

2.



Under 13 VAC 5-91-160, the “ICC International Building Code —~ 2009 Bdition”, as adopted and
incorporated as part of the Virginia Industrialized Building Safety Regulation, defines an attic as,
in part, “space between the ceiling beams at the top story and the roof rafters. An atfic .
designation is appropriate only if the area is not considered occupiable. Where this area has a
floor, it would be defined as a story.”

The dwelling was designed, manufactured, and delivered with a floor for the “attic” or third floor
space, consisting of substantial plywood and intended access.

NTA Inc. certifies that the design complied with code but failed to certify that the plant could
buil third stroty units. Worse, found within the Integrity Building Systems, Inc. Installation
Systems and Procedures for Setting Modular Housing, approved by NTA Inc. March 7, 20117, a
procedure or plan to set “ranch units” and “two story units” found on page 27 ; no installation
instructions exist for three story unit .

13 VAC 5-91-200. Information required by the administrator. NTA Inc is required under 6.
Procedures to deal with any defective buildings resulting from oversight.and 3. Description of
qualifications of personnel and their responsibilities, including an assurance that personnel

- involved in system analysis, design and plans review, compliance assurance inspections, and
their supervisors comply with the requirements of the Amerjcan Society for Testing and Material
(ASTM) Standard Number E541-08: FHEDESIGNDIDINOTM B EORE

AR KA ironr

Abstract E541-08 (-10)

This specification covets agencies engaged in system analysis and compliance
assurance for manufactured building. The administrative agency may utilize the
sexvices and facilities of building-evaluation agencies in cartying out its responsibilities
for evaluating manufactured building systems. By providing ctiteria for evaluating
these agencies, this standard"s objective is to (1) utilize the voluntaty standards system
to provide a common base fox the vatious regulatoty approaches employed by the
authorities having jutisdiction, and (2) make provision for varying degtees of optional
technical suppott for the certification of manufactured building, The system analysis

fa - matetials, and fabtication ptocess, is in conformance with applicable
requitements. The documents of the system analysis function are: product desctiption
document, compliance assurance manual, and installation documents. The general
procedutes fot system analysis are presented in details. The tasks of system analysis
project managet, technical staff evaluating building systems, technical staff evaluating
compliance assutance manuals, and project manager evaluating building systems are
presented in details. The requirements and cxitetia for compliance assutance agencies
atre presented. The task of compliance assurance agency project manager, technical
staff prepating compliance assurance manuals, compliance assurance supervisor of
inspection, and compliance assurance inspector are presented in details.

R



OFFICE CF ATTORNEY GENERAL

BUREAU OF CONSUMER PROTECTION

Harrisburg Office

15th Floor,; Strawberry Square

Harrisburg; Pennsylvania 17120
(717) 7879707

March 27, 2012

Milari Madison
40153 Janney Street
Waterfoxrd, VA 20197

Re: Integrity Building Systens and Milton Home System
BCP-12-05-000656

Dear Ms. Madiseén:

The enclosed correspondencs is relatad to thé complaint you filed with
the Bureau of Consumer Protection. Please provide us with = written response
to this correspondence within twenty-one (2% days of the date of this lstter
so we may further evaluate your complaint.

If we do not hear from you in a reasonable amount of time, we wiil
assume that you deo not wish to pursue the matter further.

Thank you for your cooperation and attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

ulk&j/h“ LI a s

Karen L. Wilkinson

Agent
ml

Enclosure
25C

2;ﬂ
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Case 1:08-cv-00446-LO-JFA  Document 144  Filed 05/06/2009 Page 10f22

IN THE UNITED STA’I‘ES DISTRICT COURT (
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Alexandria Division

GRUNLEY WALSH U.S,, LLC, )

Plaintiff, ;
v. ; Civil Action No.: 1:08-cv-446
LOREN RAAP, ef ai., ;

Defendants, ;

MEMORANDUM OPINION
Plaintiff Grunley Walsh U.S., LLC (“Gmnley Walsh U.8.”) commenced this lawsuit

against Defendants Loren Raap and G-W M&nagcmcnt Services on May 6, 2008, afler an
employment relationship between high level executives at a construction company deteriorated. <

Defendants responded by filing their own counterclaims. Both Plaimifi‘and’ Defendants
eventually moved for summary judgment. On April 14, 2009, the Court issued an Order denying
Plaintiff’s summary judgment motion and granting Defendants’ in part. This Memorandum
Opinion provides further reasoning for the Court’s Order.

The issue presented herein is whether a contract barred Grunley Walsh U.S, from
asserting the claims i1 filed in this action. The Court holds that Grunley Walsh U.S.'s claims are
. barred by contract, but only to the extent that they arose from facts occurring before November
6,2007. However, for the reasons cxplained below. none of Grunley Walsh U.S.’s claims are

supported by facts arising after November 6. 2007. Therefore, all of the claims asserted by

Grunley Walsh U.8. in this action shall be dismissed in their cntirety.
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I. FACTS'
i. The Grunley Walsh and G-W Management Services Company Backgrounds

The Grunley Walsh entity is a well known construction and renovation company based in
the Washington, D.C. area. This company, along with its predecessors in interest, have
performed work on high-profile structures such as the World War Il Memorial, the Washington
Monument, the White House, the Capitol, the Library of Congress, the Smithsonian Institution,
and the National Gallery of Art.

In 1998, Kenneth Grunley, owner of Grunley Construction Co., and James Walsh, owner
of William V. Walsh Construction, Inc., merged their two companies and formed Grunley Walsh
Joint Venture, LLC (*Grunley Walsh Joint Venture™), In that same year, Mr, Grunley and Mr.
Walsh hired Mr. Raap, a longtime government cmployee in the construction field, to be the
president and general manager of their new company. Between 1998 and 2006, the Grunley
Walsh entity underwent two name changes. First, Grunley Walsh Joint Venture became The
Grunley Walsh, LLC, and then Grunley Walsh International, LLC (“Grunley Waish
International”). Throughout these changes, Mr. Grunley and Mr, Walsh maintained ownership
of the Grunley Walsh en;ity.

Grunley Walsh historically has performed large-scale construction projects. In 2000,
however, the company decided to enter the market I'ér small business set-aside work. In pursuit
of this goal, and in an attempt to comply with small business regulations, Mr. Raap, Mr. Grunley,
and Mr. Walsh formed a new company called Grunley-Walsh Management Services, LLC. The
ownership structure of this new company was as follows: Mr. GrunlcyA and Mr. Walsh cach

owned 24.5%, and Mr, Raap owned 51%. In 2002, Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh sold their

! As required, the lollowing facts are viewed in the light most favorable to the

plaintiff. See infira Section I11., Standard of Review.

204



Case 1:08-cv-00446-LO-JFA  Document 144  Filed 05/06/2009 Page 3 of 22

interests in Grunley Walsh Management Services, L.1.C to Mr. Raap. Around this time, Mr.
Raap, at the request of Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh, changed the name of Gruniley-Walsh
Management Services, LLC to G-W Management Services, LLC (“GWMS”) to avoid name
confusion and potential small business regulation violations.

Mr. Raap maintained his position as President and General Manager of the Grunley
Walsh entity while he owned and operated GWMS. Additionally, with the consent of Mr.
Grunley and Mr. Walsh, Mr. Raap ran GWMS out of the Grunley Walsh offices, utilizing
Grunley Walsh personnel and office equipment. GWMS and Grunicy Walsh executed a contract
to govern this dynamic. The parties operated under this arrangement until Mr, Raap moved his
GWMS company to a different location in January of 2007.2

Mr. Grunley and Mr, Walsh eventually became concerned that Mr, Raap was engaging in
improper conduct while operating GWMS, such as using the GRUNLEY-WALSH mark without
permission to acquire government construction projects for GWMS.? Furthermore, Mr. Grunley
and Mr. Walsh believed that Mr. Raap intentionally diverted business opportunities from
Grunley Walsh to GWMS. As a result, Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh fired Mr, Raap from his

position of President and General Manager of Grunley Walsh in May of 2007,

ii. The Membership Interest Purchase Agreement

3

-

Mr., Raap continued to work as President and General Manager of Grunley Walsh
after this move.

Specifically, Grunley Walsh alleges that Raap and GWMS willfully and
repeatedly used the GRUNLEY-WALSH mark in all of its email communications through
January 2007, submitied proposals with government agencies in the name of “Grunley Walsh
Management Services,” signed subcontracts with subcontractors identifying the prime contractor
as “Grunley Walsh,” and otherwise made liberal use of the GRUNLEY-WALSH mark in
connection with GWMS’s construction and renovation services.
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In 2006, Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh began exploring a sale of the Grunley Walsh entity
to First Kuwaiti, a construction company that had been involved in building U.S. embassies
averseas.! On De;:embcr 23, 2006, the ownetship of The Grunley Walsh, LLC and Mr, Farah, a
representative for First Kuwaiti, reached a deal called the Membership Interest Purchase
Agreement. The deal was intended, in large part, to transfer the international segment of the
Grunley Walsh entity to Mr, Farah, and leave the domestic business with Mr. Grunley and Mr.
Walsh,

In order to accommodate this internalional and domestic division of property, Mr.
Grunley and Mr. Walsh restructured their corporate frimework. First, they changed the name of
The Grunley Walsh, LLC 10 Grunley Walsh International. Then they used Kenneth M. Grunley
Construction Co. and Jam‘es V. Walsh Construction Co. to create a new entity called Grunley
Walsh U.S.5 The parties intended, for the most part, o allocate the international business to
Grunley Walsh International and the domestic business to Qrunley Walsh U.S.

The closing date for the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement was Novembcr 6,
2007. It contained a “Retained Property” provision listing which property was to remain with
Grunley Walsh International,® In other words, the Retained Property provision provided the
interests purchased by Mr. Farah. The property not included in the Retained Property provision

was to be transferred back to Grunley Walsh U.S. through an assignment clause.”

4 At this point in lime, the Grunley Walsh entity was operating under The Grunley
Walsh, LLC name. '

5 Mr, Grunley and Mr. Walsh formed Grunley Waish U.S. on paper on or about
December 15, 2006 in anticipation of entering into the Membership Interest Purchase
Agreement, but the entity did not begin operation until January 1, 2007. '

See Schedile 1,1, MEMBERSHIP INTEREST PURCHASE AGREEMENT, A4l
(November 6, 2007). :

? See Assignment and Assumption, MEMBERSHIP INTEREST PURCHASE AGREEMENT,

A72 (November 6, 2007) (“[E]fTective as of the date hereof, [Grunley Walsh International]
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Importantly, the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement contained a liability release.
This specific provision was called the “Sellers’ Release,” and was signed by both Mr. Grunley
and Mr. Walsh. The release identifies the “Sellers™ as Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co.
and James V. Walsh Construction Co., the two entities owned by Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh,
respectively. The release also refers to Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co. and James V.
Walsh Construction Co. as the sole owners of the “Company,” which is Grunley Walsh |

International. The “Buyer” is Robert Farah. The Sellers represented in the release language

itself that the release is supporied by consideration.
The Sellers’ Release states, in periinent part. the following:

Each Seller, on behalf of itsclf and cach of its legal representatives,
affiliates, successors and assigns, and cach of such legal
1epresentatives’,  affiliates’,  successors’ and . assigns’
Representatives (collectively, the “Related Parties™), hereby
releases and forever discharges Buyer, the Company and each of
their respective individual, joint or mutual, past, present and future
Representatives, affiliates, stockholders, members, controlling
persons, successors and assigns (individually, a “Releasee” and
collectively, “Releasees™), from any and all claims, demands,
Proceedings, causes of action, Orders, obligations, contracts,
agreements, debts and liabilities whatsoever, whether known or
unknown, suspected or unsuspecled. both at law and in equity,
which such Seller or any of its Related Parties now has, has ever
had or may hereafter have against the respective Releasees arising
at any time prior to the Closing .or on account of or arising out of
any matter, cause or event occurring at any time prior to the
Closing, including, but not limited to, any rights to indemnification
or reimbursements from the Company, whether pursuant to the
Organizational Documents, contract or otherwise and whether or
not relating to claims pending on, or asserted after, the Closing
Date; provided however, that nothing contained herein shall
operate to release any obligations of Buyer arising under the
Agreement or the Ancillary Agreements, including the Closing

hereby sells, conveys, assigns, transfers, and delivers to [Grunley Walsh U.S.], and {Grunléy
Walsh U.S.] hereby purchases, accepts and takes from [Grunley Walsh International] all right,

title and interest in and to all of the contracts and assets of [Grunley Walsh International] except
for the Retained Property™).
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Letter Agreement dated November 6, 2007. Each Seller hereby
represents and warrants that it has no knowledge of any right to
indemnification from the Company as of the date of this Release,

except as stated in the Closing Letier Agreement dated November
6, 2007,

Each Seller, on behalf of such Seller and each of such Sellers’
Related Parties, hereby imrevocably covenants to refrain from,
directly or indirectly, asserting any claim or demand, or
commencing, instituting or causing to be commenced, any
proceeding of any kind against any Relcasee based upon any
malter released hereby.

Sellers’ Release, MEMBERSHIP INTEREST PURCHASE AGREEMENT (November 6, 2007).

Some terms in the Sellers’ Relecase are defined in other arcas of the Membership Interest
Purchase Agreement. Specifically, “Representatives” is defined as follows: ““Representative’
means with respect to a particular Person, any director, officer, employee, agent, consultant,
advisor, or other representative of such Person, including lepal counsel, accountants, and
financial advisors.,” *“Person” means “any individual, corporation (including any non-profit
corporation), general or limited partnership, limited liability company, joint venture, estale, trust,

association, organization, labor union, or other entity or Governmental Body."‘l

iii. Procedural Posture

Grunley Walsh U.S. filed its initial Complaint against Mr. Raap and GWMS on May 6,
2008. On A&gust 19, 2008, however, Grunley Walsh U.S, filed an Amended Complaint. This
Amended Complaint asserted the following claims:

Count I: Federal Unfair Competition under 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a);

Count II: Federal Trademark Infringement under 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a);

Count ITl: Common Law Tradentark Infringement;

¢ These definitions are found in the *I. Definitions™ section of the Membership

Interest Purchase Agreement,

206
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Count I'V: Common Law Unfair Competition;
Count V: Breach of Duty of Loyalty and Usurpation of Corporate Opportunities;
Count VI: Common Law Fraud;
Count VII: Negligent Misreprescntation;
Count VIII: Unjust Enrichment; and
Count IX: Breach of Contrécl
On February 10, 2009, Grunley Walsh U.S. voluntarily dismissed Counts VI and VII with
prejudice. Mr. Raap and GWMS responded to Grunfey Walsh U.S.'s Amended Complaint by
filing Counterclaims of their own. Specitically, Mr. Raap and GWMS asserted the following:
Counterclaim Count I: Tortious Interference with Contract
Counterclaim Count [1: Tortious Interference with Business Expectations
Counterclaim Count III: Attorneys’ Fees
Both sides moved for summary judgment in February 2009. As mentioncd above, the Court’s
April 14, 2009 Order denied Grunley Walsh U.S."s motion and granted Mr. Raap and GWMS”® in

part,

II. JURISDICTION AND VENUE
This Court has jurisdiction over the claims in this action under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 (federal
question jurisdiction) and 28 U.S.C. § 1367 (supplemental jurisdiction). Furthermore, the parties
agree that this Court has personal jurisdiction over the Defendants, and that venue in the Eastern

District of Virginia is proper.
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11I. STANDARD OF REVIEW

As mentioned above, the Court issued it§ April 14, 2009 Order in response to summary
judgment motions. Summary judgment should be pranted where the evidence in the record
“show(s] that there is no genuine issue as 10 any material fact and that the movant is entitled to a
Jjudgment as a matter of law.” i’ed . R. Civ. P, 56(c); see Celotex Corp. v. Catreft, 477 U.8. 317,
322 (1986). As the Supreme Court has explained, a fact is “*material’ only if it might affect the
outcome of the suit.™ Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 248 (1986). A dispute over
an issue of material fact is “genuine” if “the evidence is such that a reasonable jury could return a
verdict for the nonmoving party.” /4, Finally, in making a summary judgment determination,
the court must view the facts in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party. Matsushita

Elec. Indus. v. Zenith Radio, 475 U.S. 574, 587-88 (1986).

IV. ANALYSIS
The Court will first address why the Sellers® Release bars Grunley Walsh U.S. from filing
claims against Mr, Raap and GWMS to the extent those claims arose from facts occurring before
the November 6, 2007 closing date. The Court shall also address, in this section, why none of

Grunley Walsh U.S.’s claims can be supported by facts occurring after November 6, 2007,

A. Whether the Sellers’ Release issue was Pled Properly in this Case

Grunley Walsh U.S. argues that Mr. Raap and GWMS waived their ability to rely on the
Sellers” Release because the “release” affirmalive defense was not pled in the answer. See Fed.
R. Civ. P. 8(c) (requiring a party to “alfirmatively state any avoidance or affirmative defense,
including . . . release™ at the pleading stage). Grunley Walsh U.S. asserts that Mr. Raap and

GWMS’s failure to properly plead the release defense prevented it from obtaining adequate

2u7
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notice that the Sellers’ Release would be at issue in this suit, See 5 Charles Alan Wright &
Arthur R, Miller, Federal Practice and Procedure § 1274 (3d ed. 2004) (“an affirmative defense
++« will be held to be sufficient . . . as long as il gives the plaintiff fair notice of the nature of the
defense.”).

Indeed, Mr. Raap and GWMS did not spéciﬁcally plead “release™ as an affirmative
defense in their answer and never sought to amend that answer, However, they did plead in their
Sixth Affirmative Defense that “Plaintif*s common law tort claims are barred by coniract.” See
Virginia Impressions Prods. Co. v. SCM Corp., 448 F.2d 262, 265 (4th Cir. 1971) (“A release is
just another contract in which the intent of the parties is to be derived from the face of the
instrument viewed as a whole.”), -Mr. Raap and GWMS also pled in their Thirteenth Affirmative
Defense that “[p]laintiff’s claims . . . are barred by accord and satisfaction.”® The Court
believes that these affirmative defenses pled by Mr. Raap and GWMS put Grunley Walsh U.S.
on sufficient notice, especially under the lenient notice-pleading standards of the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(e). {f} (providing that “[n]o technical forms of pleading
or motions are required” and that “[a]}i pleadings shall be so construed as to do substantial
juSticé”). Specifically, these defenses convey 1o Grunley Walsh U.S. that Mr. Raap and GWMS
believed a contract existed that barred the claims filed in this suit. Critically, the contract that
ended up having this effect, the Scllers’ Release, was part of the Membership Interest Purchase
Agreement, which was cxecuted by Grunley Walsh U.S itsell and signed by Mr. Grunley and

Mr. Walsh, This fact substantially strengthens the nexus between the two defenses asserted in

? See BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 17 (8th ed. 2004) (defining “accord and

satisfaction” as “{a]n agreement to substitute for an existing debt some alternative form of
discharging that debt, coupled with the actual discharge of the debt by the substituted
performance™).
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the answer, and Grunley Walsh U.S. knowing of the contract to which those defenses refer.
Because the defenses pled in the answer adequately put Grunley Walsh U.S. on notice that the
Sellers’ Release could be at issue in this suit, the Court concludes that Mr. Raap and GWMS
sufficiently pled the release issue in their answer.

Even if the Sellers’ Release defense was not pled properly in the answer, the law still
permits the Court o address this issue because of the subsequent developments in this case.
“Generally, when a party fails to raise an affirmative defense in its answer, it waives the
defense.” Vermont Mut. Ins. Co. v. Everette, 875 F.Supp. 1181, 1189 (E.D. Va. 1995),
“However, the majority of federal circuit courts have held that when a defendant raises an
affirmative defense in a manner that does not result in unfair surprise to the other party,
noncompliance with Rule 8(c} will not result in waiver of the affirmative defense” /d, (citing
Camarillo v. McCarrhy, 998 F.2d 638, 639 (9th Cir.1993)); see also Holland v. Cardjiff Coal Co.,
991 F.Supp, 508, 515 (S.D. W. Va. 1997) (quoting Ailied Chemical Corp. v. Mackay, 695 F.2d
854, 855-56 (Sth Cir.1983)) (Where an affirmative delense *is raised in the trial cowrtina
manner that does not result in unfair surprise . . . technical failure to comply precisely with Rule
8(c) is not fatal.”); Steinberg v. Columbia Pictures Indus., Inc., 663 F.Supp. 706,

715 (S.D.N.Y.,1987) (citing Rivera v. Anaya, 726 F.2d 564, 566 (9th Cir.1984)) (“Although
Fed.R.Civ.P. 8(c) generally requires aflirmative defenses to be pleaded, courts have been more
lenient in the context of motions for summary judgment. ‘| Ajbsent prejudice to the plaintiff, a
defendant may raise an affirmative defense in 2 motion for summary judgment for the first
time.”™).

Indeed, the Fourth Circuit addressed a qualified immunity affirmative defense not filed in

the answer where the plaintiff suffered no prejudice from the later filing and was provided with

10
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an opportunity to brief the relevant issue before the appellate court. Ridpath v. Bd. of Governors
Marshall Univ., 447 F.3d 292, 305-306 (4th Cir. 2006). The Court in Ridpath explained that
consideration of the untimely pled defense served the strong public policy of economizing the
use of judicial resources and avoiding relitigation. /d. On the other hand, the Fourth Circuit
declined to address a qualified immunity defense when the defense was not pled until the
defendant’s summary judgment reply brief. See Noel v. Artson, 297 Fed. Appx. 216, 219 (4th
Cir. 2008) (unpublished). The Court in Moel reasoncd that a defense pled so late in the process
prejudiced the plaintiffs because they “had no chance 10 address the issue in their opposition to
summary judgment.” /d. Furthermore, the Court explained, “Considering an argument advanced
for the first time in a reply brief . . . entails the risk of an improvident or ill-advised opinion ... .”
Id. (citing McBride v. Merrel Dow & Pharms., Inc., 800 F.2d 1208, 1211 (D.C. Cir. 1986)).
Here, Grunley Walsh U.S. would not be prejudiced or unfairly surprised evenif
Defendants’ answer failed to put it on adequale notice of the Sellers’ Release issue. Specifically,
Mr. Raap and GWMS took steps very carly in the litigation that should have made Grunley
Walsh U.S, aware that the Sellers’ Release could be an issue in the suit, Indeed Mr. Raap and
GWMS subpoenaed Mr. Farah near the beginning of the discovery period and requested that he -
produce all documents relating to his acquisition of Grunley Walsh International, This request
clearly t;ould have been conceived as covering the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement and
Sellers’ Release, Then, nearly a month before Mr. Raap and GWMS filed their brief in support
of their motion for summary judgment, they submitied an exhibit list fo this Court naming the
Sellers’ Release as an exhibit. This exhibit list was available 1o Grunley Walsh U.S. Finally,
and most importantly, Mr, Raap and GWMS asserted their “Sellers’ Release” defense in their

brief in support of their motion for summary judgment. Grunley Walsh U.S. then replied in

11
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detail to the Sellers® Release argument, dedicating over five pages to the matier inits opposition
brief. For these reasons, the Court finds that even if the relcase defense was not pled pl:operly in
the answer, the manner in which the defense was raised and addressed by the parties in this case
was not prejudicial to Grunley Walsh U.S.'°

Because Mr. Raap and GWMS adequately pled the release issue in the answer, and since
Grunley Walsh U.S. was not prejudiced or unfairly surprised by the Court’s consideration of the
release issue at this stage of the litigation, the Court shall permit Mr. Raap and GWMS 10 rely on

the Sellers’ Release in this case.

B. Contract Law Applicd to the Scllers’ Releasc''

A valid contract requires “a bargain in which therc is a manifestation of mutual assent to
the exchange and a consideration.” Restatement (Sccond) of Contracts § 17 (1979); see e.g.,
Audio Visual Assocs., Inc. v. Sharp Elec. Corp,, 210 F,3d 254, 258 (4th Cir. 2000). Here, Mr.
Grunley and Mr. Walsh promised Mr. Farah, infer alia, that they would sell Mr. Farah an
ownership interesi in their Grunley Walsh entity and that they would surrender their right to
bring claims against certain entities and individuals. In return for these promises, Mr. Farah paid
money. For these reasons, the Sellers’ Release is a valid, bargained for contract supported by
consideration.

Next, a “fundamental goal of contract law is te uphold clearly ascertained and negotiated
contract rights.” Wallace Hardware Co., Inc. v. Abrams, 223 F.3d 382, 400 (6th Cir. 2000) .

(citing Tractor & Farm Supply, Inc. v. Ford New Holland, Inc., 898 F.Supp. 1198, 1203 (W.D.

10 For these same reasons, the Court would have granted a request by Mr. Raap or

GWMS to amend the answer if such a requesl was made.
Pursuant to the Virginia choice of law provision contained in the final paragraph
of the Sellers’ Release, Virginia law applies to the following interpretation.

12
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Ky.1995). Furthermore, “[t]he law favors and encourages the resolution of controversies by
contracts cﬁ' compromtise and setilement rather thar by litigation; and it is the policy of the law to
uphold and enforce such contracts if they are fairly made and are not in contravention of some
law or public policy.” West v. Liberty Mutual Ins. Co., 1994 WL 399140 at *2 (4th Cir. 1994)
(unpublished opinion) (quoting Riggle v. Allied Chem. Corp., 378 S.E.2d 282 (W. Va. 1989)),
The Sellers® Release was an agreement between parties with bargained-for consideration
designed to prevent future litigation. Therefore, public policy supports upholding this
agreement.

In Virginia, “[w]here an agreement is complete on its face and is plain and unambiguous
in its terms, the court is not at liberty (o search for its meaning beyond the terms of the
instrument itself. This is so because the writing is the repository of the final agreement of the
parties,” Lerner v. Guldesky Co., 230 Va. 124, 132 (1985). Therefore, parol evidence cannot be
admitted in Virginia to interpret the meanings of clear and unambiguous contract terms, Here,
the Court finds that the terms of the Sellers’ Release are clear and unambiguous. As a result, it
will not consider parol evidence in interpreting this provision. Finally, because the terms of the
Sellers’ Release are clear and unambiguous, the court will construe these terms “according to
their plain meaning.” See Bridgestone/Firestone v. Prince William Square, 250 Va. 402, 407

(1995).

C. Interpretation of the Sellers’ Relcase
The Sellers” Release states, in pertinent part, that

Lach Seller, on behalf of itself and each of its . . . affiliates,
successors and assigns . . . hereby releases and forever discharges
Buyer, the Company and each of their respective . . . past, present
and future Representatives, affiliates, stockholders, members,
controlling persons, successors and assigns . . . from any and all

3
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claims, demands, Proceedings, causes of action, Orders,

obligations, contracts, agreements, debis and liabilities whatsoever,

whether known or unknown . . . arising at any time prior to the

Closing . . . or arising out of any matter, cause or event occurring

at any time prior to the Closing . ...
Sellers' Release, MEMBERSHIP INTEREST PURCHASE AGREEMENT (November 6, 2007) (emphasis
added).

In order for this release to bar any claims in this suit, Grunley Walsh U.S. must qualify as

a releasor under the following clause: *[e¢]ach Seller, on behalf of itself and each ofits . . .
affiliates, successors and assigns . . . .” Furthermore, Mr. Raap and GWMS must qualify as
releasees. This would occur if Mr. Raap and GWMS were characierized as “past, present, [or]
future Representatives [or] affiliates” of “the Company,” which is defined by the Sellers’ Release
as Grunley Walsh Intemnational. If these pariies are covered by the Sellers’ Release in this
manner, then it necessarily follows that Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh, through their individual
corporations,'? promised Mr, Farah that Grunley Walsh U.S. would release Mr. Raap and

GWMS “from any and all claims” arising from facts occurring belore the closing date of

November 6, 2007.

i. Grunley Walsh U.S. as Releasor

In this case, Grunley Walsh U.S, qualifics as a releasor because it is an “affiliate” of
Sellers Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co. and James V. Walsh (:lonstruction Co. The
Sellers’ Release does not define “affiliate,” However, **[a]ffiliate’ is a well-established term in
the business context, and always denotes some significant degree of control between two

entities.” Jermar, Inc. v. L M. Commec 'ns Il of South Carolina, Inc., 181 F.3d 88, 1999 WL

2 Those individual corporations arc Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co. and

James V. Walsh Construction Co.

14
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381817 at *4 (4th Cir. 1999) (unpublished); see e.g., BLACK'S LAwW DICTIONARY 63 (8th ed.
2004) (defining “affiliate™ as “[a] corporation that is related o another corpbra_tion by
shareholdings or other means of control; a subsidiary, parent, or sibling corporation.””). Usage of
the term “affiliate” in Virginia accords with these control-based definitions. See, e.g, VA. CODE
§ 3.2-3200 (“*Affiliate’ means any person or subsidiéry thereof, who has, either directly or
indirectly, actual or legal control over a distributor, whether by stock ownership or in any other
manner,”), VA. CopE § 13.1-729 (““Aftiliate’ means a person who directly or indirectly through
one or more intermediaries controls, is controlled by. or is under common control with another
person or is a senior executive officer thereof™). Nothing in the Sellers’ Release or the
Membership Interest Purchase Agreement convinees the Court that the application of a control-
based definition of “affiliate™ is ir-npropcx:.

Here, Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh used Kenneth M. Gruniey Construction Co. and James
V. Walsh Construction Co., respectively, to create Grunley Walsh U.S. See Transfer Agreement,
Pl, Ex. 230 (January 1, 2007) (“the Member-Owners of [The Gruniey Walsh, LLC], James V.
Walsh Construction Co., LLC, and Kenneth M. Grunley Construction Co., LLC . . . have formed
[Grunley Walsh U.S.] on December 15, 2006 for the purpose of performing construction
contracting in the United States™),"”* Therefore, it is indisputable that “Sellers” Kenneth M.
Grunley Construction Co. and James V. Walsh Construction Co., through Mr. Grunley and Mr.
Walsh, owned and controlled Grunley Walsh U.S, This ownership and controi serves as the
basis for the Court’s conclusion that Grunley Walsh U.S. is an “affiliate” of these Sellers. And

because Grunley Walsh U.S, is an “affiliate™ of the “Sellers,” it qualifies as a releasor under the

Sellers’ Release.

13 As mentioned above, Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh created Grunley Walsh U.S. in

anticipation of entering into the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement with Mr, Farah.

I5
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ii. GWMS and Mr, Raap as Releasees

Next, the Court must delermine whether Mr. Raap and GWMS qualify as releasees under

the Sellers’ Release. First, GWMS qua[fﬁes as a releasee because it is a “past affiliate” of “the

. Company” Grunley Walsh International. This conclusion requires a careful tracking of the
various Grunley Walsh entities involved in this suit. Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh formed
Grunley Walsh Joint Venture in 1998 by merging Grunley Construction Co., Inc. and William V,
Walsh Construction, Inc, This entity changed names two times while under the ownership of
Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh: Grunley Walsh Joint Venture, LL.C was changed to The Grunley
Walsh, LLC in 2004, and then to Grunley Walsh International, LLC on December 15, 2006 in
anticipation of entering into the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement. Mr. Grunley and Mr.
Walsh maintained co-ownership of the Grunley Walsh entity until they resigned from Grunley
Walsh Intemational on November 6, 2007."

Importantly, that Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh used various names to describe their
Grunley Walsh entity is of no legal relevance in this matter, “The change of a corporation's
name is not a change of the identity of a corporation and has no effect on the corporation's
property, rights, or liabilitics.” ‘AHey w. Miraman, 614 ¥.2d 1372, 1384 (5th Cir. 19-80); see also
Wright-Caesar Tobacco Co. v. A. Hoen & Co., 54 S.E. 309, 311 (Va. 1906) (the Virginia
Supreme Court did not permit a company to avoid liability by changing its name where the
successor company was “‘but a continuation” ol the first company); Eng 'g Assocs of New

England, inc. v. B&L Liquidating Corp., 345 A.2d 900, 903 (N.H. 1975) (“The fact that the

ta In addition to resigning as officers of Grunley Walsh International on November

6, 2007, Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh resigned their individual corporations, Kenneth M. Grunley
Construction Co. and James V. Walsh Construction Co., respectively, from the membership of
Grunley Walsh International, See Resignarion Letters, Pl. Ex. 226, A153-A156 (November 6,
2007).
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defendant has changed its corporate name docs not relieve it of any liability it may have incurred
under its contract with the plaintiff.”); 18A Am. Jur. 2d Corporations § 240 (2004); 18 C.J.S.
Corporations § 140 (2007), Therefore, this Court views Grunley Walsh Joint Venture LLC, The
Grunley Walsh LLC, and Grunley Walsh International LLC as one continuous corporate entity
having the same corporate identity.'?

This conelusion is eritical in the present case. GWMS was formed in 2000, when the
Grunley Walsh entity was operating under its Grunley Walsh Joint Venture name. Mr. Grunley
and Mr. Walsh each owned 24.5% shares in GWMS uniil they sold those shares to Mr. Raap in
2002. Asaresult, between 2000 and 2002, it is indisputable that Mr. Grunley and Mr. Walsh
had significant ownership in and control over GWMS, in addition to ¢o-owning Grunley Walsh
Joint Venture. Even more, GWMS and Grunley Walsh Joint Venture had a unique and close
connection, since they both operated in the construction field and shared office space. The
common ownership and close working connection between these two companies compel the
Court to conclude that GWMS was, between 2000 and 2002, an affiliate of Grunley Walsh Joint
Venture.'S It necessarily follows, then, that GWMS qualifies as a “past affiliate” of “the

' Company” Grunley Walsh International, since Grunley Walsh Joint Venture and Grunley Walsh

13 Worth noting is that the Court is nol addressing the issue of whether changing the

type of corporate entify has any legal effect (e.g., changing from a limited liability corporation to
a partnership). Instead, the Court is addressing the impact of a corporate name change only,
where the type of corporate entity remains the same. Here, the Grunley Walsh entity’s limited
liability corporation status remained constant while the entity changed names from Grunley
Walsh Joint Venture, LLC 10 The Grunley Walsh, LL.C, and then to Grunley Walsh
International, LLC. ,

In reaching this conclusion, the Count considers the control-based definition of
affiliate outlined above.
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International are the same corporate erntity. Because GWMS qualifies as a past affiliate of
Grunley Waléh International, GWMS is a releasce under the Sellers’ Release.!”

Additionally, GWMS qualifies as an affiliate of Grunley Walsh International on other
grounds. Between December 15, 2006, the date that Grunley Walsh International was fotmed,
and May 30, 2007, the date. Mr. Raap was fired, Mr. Raap served simultaneously as the owner of
GWMS and President of Grunley Walsh International, Therefore, it is indisputable that a single
individual possessed significant amounts of control over both companies during that span of
time. Itis this shared control that supports the conclusion that GWMS was a direct affiliate of
Grunley Walsh International between December 15, 2006 and May 30, 2007. Therefore, GWMS
qualifies as a releasee under the Sellers’ Release on these prounds, as well.

Finally, Mr. Raap unquestionably qualifics as a “past Representative™ of all three Grunley
Walsh iterations that existed between 1998 and 2007, including Grunley Walsh Intemational (i.c.
“the Company™).'® Specifically, Mr. Radp began working as President of Grunley Walsh Joint
Venture in 1998 and was serving in this same capacity when Grunley Walsh International was
formed on December 15, 2006.'” Mr. Raap continued working as President of Grunley Walsh
International for over five months until he was fired on May 30, 2007. For these reasons, Mr,
Raap is covered by the “past Representative™ language and thus qualifies, individually, as a

releasee under the Sellers’ Release.

17 The Court believes that this resull is legally unavoidable. Restricting the “past,

present and future . , . affiliate{]” language to include only affiliates of Grunley Walsh
International LLC and not Grunley Walsh Joint Venture LLC or The Grunley Walsh LLC would
exalt form over substance and permit the Grunley Walsh entity to evade the legal consequences
of its coréporate actions through corporate name changing.

! “Representative” is defined in the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement to
mean “a particular Person, any director, officer, employee, agent, consultant, advisor, or other
representative of such Person, including legal counsel, accountants and financial advisors.”

See Articles of Amendment of The Grunley Walsh, LLC, P, Ex. 226 (December
15, 2006).
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iii. Scope and Effect of the Sellers’ Release on the Claims of this case.

In sum, Grunley Walsh U.S. qualifies as a releasor under the Sellers® Release, and Mr.
Raap and GWMS qualify as releasees, In the Release, the releasors (defined in the agreement as
“Related Parties”) released and discharged the releasees “from any and all claims” arising from
facts occurring before the closing date of November 6, 2007. The “any and all claims™ language
is extremely broad, and is subjected to only a minor qualification, which is that the release
agreement does not release Mr, Farah and FJK 1loldings (“the Buyer”) from obligations arising
under the Membership Interest Purchase Agreement itself. This qualification, however, has no
impact in the present case because it only applies to the “Buyer” Mr. Farah and FIX Holdings,
and not to GWMS or Mr. Raap.

Grunley Walsh U.S. argues that many of the acts committed by Mr. Raap were outside
the scope of his employment with Grunley Walsh International, and that these acts are not
covered by the Sellers’ Release. The Court disagrees with Grunley Walsh U.S,’s argument. The
Sellers Release contains no language supporting. or even hinting, that the Sellers Release should
be restricted in this manner. Indeed, the only qualification in the extremely broad Sellers’
Release is outlined in the previous paragraph and makes no mention of a scope of employment
limitation. Because the only qualification in the plain language of the release has no impact on
Mr. Raap or GWMS, and since the release broadly releascs the parties from “any and all claims,”
the Court holds that Grunley Walsh U.S, released GWMS and Mr. Raap from the claims it filed
in this suit, to the extent those claims arose from facts occurring on or before the closing date of

November 6, 2007.
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D. Claims arising from facts after November 6, 2007

Consistent with its holding in this Memorandum Opinion, the Court issued an Order on
April 14, 2009 dismissing Grunley Walsh U.S.’s Counts 1-V and VIII-IX to the extent that those
claims arose from facts occurring on or before November 6, 2007.%° In that Order, the Court
instructed the parties to file written responses defining which, if any, of Counts [-V or VIII-IX
were supported by facts arising after November 6, 2007.

Mr. Raap and GWMS''s response argued that all of these counts were based on facts
occutring on or before November 6, 2007, Grunley Walsh U.S. agreed with this conclusion as it
pertains to Counts V, VIII, and 1X. Therefore, summary judgment shall be granted in full on
these three claims. However, Grunley Walsh U.S. presented facts relevant to Counts I-IV (the
federal and state trademarkland unfair competition claims) that occurred after November 6, 2007,
Specifically, Grunley Walsh U.S, explained that third parties were confused after November 6,

2007 because of Mr. Raap and GWMS's infiinging uscs of the GRUNLEY WALSH mark that

. took place before November 6, 2007,

Even if this is true, Counts I-1V would not be able to survive summary judgment. In
order for Grunley Walsh U.S. to succced on its federal and state trademark and unfair
competition claims, it must be able to suppon all claim clements with facts in the record arising
after November 6, 2007. One essential element common 1o each trademark and unfair
competition claim in this case is the [ollowing: the-del'cndants must actually use the plaintiffs
mark, See, e.g., Utah Lighthouse Minisiry v. Found. for ,;Ipofogefic Info. and Research, 527 F3d
1045, 1050 (10th Cir. 2008) ({cderat trademark infringement and unfair competition claims

brought under 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a) have “virtually identical elements.” One such element is that

20 Pursuant to Grunley Walsh U.S.’s Stipulation of Dismissal, the Court also

dismissed Counts VI and VI in their entirety.
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the defendants use the trademark in connection with goods or services.); Louis Vuitton Malletier
v. Haute Diggity Dog, 507 F.3d 252, 259 (4th Cir. 2007)_ (to succeed on a federal trademark
infringement claim, plaintiff must prove that defendant uscd a reproduction, counterfeit, copy, or
colorable imitation of that mark in commerce without plaintiff’s consent). /nt I Income Props.,
Inc. v. Combined Props. Lid. P ship., 1987 WL 488607 at *1 (Va, Cir. Ct. 1987) (in order fora
defendant to be liable for unfair competition with respect to a trade name, that defendant must
“unfairly use[] the name or a simulation of it.”); Brittingham v. Jenkins, 914 F.2d 447, 455 (4th
Cir. 1990) (when analyzing a common law trademark infringement claim, the Court explained:
“fa]s a general rule, the use ol an appropriated mark without the permission of its owner . ,
constitutes an infringement if the unauthorized use is likely to result or has resulted in confusion,
mistake or deception on the part of the consumer.”). |

Here, as Grunley Walsh U.S, admits, none of the infringing uses that it accuses Mr. Raap
and GWMS of committing occurred alter November 6, 2007. Therefore, the “use” element
common to the trademark and unfair competilion claims in this case are not met. Accordingly,
summary judgment shall be granted in full on the trademark and unfair competition claims

(Counts I-IV).

V. CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated in the Sellers’ Relcase portion of this Memorandum Opinion (i.e,
Section IV, A-C), Plaintiff’s Counts I-V and VI1I-1X were dismissed on April 14, 2009 to the
extent that these counts arose from facts occurring before November 6, 2007, For the reasons
stated in Section IV.D, none of Plaintiff’s claims can succeed based on the facts in the record

arising afler November 6, 2007. Therefore, Defendants’ motion for summary judgment shali be
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granted in full on Counts IV and VIIl-IX. Accordingly, these claims shall be dismissed in their

entirety.

ENTERED this 6™ day of May, 2009.

Alexandria, Virginia

w (A0S
Liam O’Grady \J

United States District Judge
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From: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhed.virginia.gov>

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>

Cec: "Thompson, Chris" <Chris. Thompson@loudoun.gov>; "‘mmelis@oag.state.va.us"
<mmelis@oag.state.va.us>; Gina Schaecher <gschaecher@kasannlaw,.com>; "McMahan, Alan (DHCD)"
<Alan.MtMahan@dhed. virdinia.gov> ‘ ‘ ‘ :
Sent: Friday, October 5, 2012 8:54 AM

Subject: RE: Attic/thrid floor request for documents

Ms. Madison,

We are still in the process of seeing if there are any issues to move forward with in your appeal to the
Review Board. At this time, we are trying to sort out the stair situation fromn the second floor to the attic
and the other parties are determining theit position on whether to agree or not to agree that they were
installed at the factory. There are other issues related to the stairs such as whether, if they were installed
at the factory, whether they were in violation of the IBSR, and whether that issue may be moot in any
appeal given that the stairs are no longer present and the site work has changed the sifuation. If we get to
the point where an issue can move forward in an appeal, then there may be other jurisdiction questions
related to it which may need to raised. That will be ‘addressed as we move along.

It would be helpful if you would concentrate on just trying to delineate your appeal issues at this point
and not providing arguments about issues that haven’t been established as issues to move forward in your
appeal (or even ones that have), as there will be an opportunity for all parties to provide written
arguments once we see if there is any appeal to move forward.

Review Board staff has no authority or ability to provide you with any records of the Department. We are
just processing your appeal to the Review Board. I have already asked Mr. McMahan to send you a copy
of the sign-in sheet for the informal fact-finding conference. He is on vacation this week and will sent it
to you when he retuins.

Vemon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical Review
Board '

State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174 _

Email: Vernon. Hodge@DHCD. virginia.gov

Y



From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Saturday, Cclober 06, 2012 7:45 AM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Cathoun, Steve (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)
Cc: Thompson,, Chris; mmelis@oag.state.va.us; Gina Schaecher; McMahan, Alan. (DHCD); Ralph Rinaldi
Subject: Re: Attic/thrid floor request for documents '

Thank you for yout note.

Please forgive my petsistence. Any such "argument” is merely an effort to futther crystallize the
issue and expand upon the necessary application of the code, a function of the SBCAO.

I believe Steve Calhoun is the FOIA contact and can provide me with the documents related to the
certification of Ms. Davis as requested below-— and so they have been requested.

. I feel that T have the right to request that Ms, Davis tescind het letter as certain issues, in genetal,
may be seen as independent from your role. The Davis letter is a dangetous re-write of well-
established VA law and should never have solicited an appeal at all because it was mere opinion
outside the scope of a building official, based upon a false presumption (that Integtity was out of
business).

INTA Inc. is relevant to the appeal, as named by me in the complaint (advised by DHCD). I believe
itis a serious errox for the TRB to re-direct and re-cast the nature of the initial complaint and the
scope of the appeal by limiting the parties. The NTA lawyet tequested that I copy him on the e-
mails.

The nature of the mattet, related to NTA Inc and Milton, and the application of the code, is a
function that DFCD is authotized to act upon WITHOUT the "appeal" moving forward. And if
the code and the application of the code REQUIRES somehow that I "argue" it NOW in order for
DXCD to do their job (protect the public), I 'will gladly assist if necessary, particularly when motre
documents and tequitements undex the law are tevealed duting this process. In other words, the
mote I examine the matter, the more violations and breaches of duty atise as outlined below.

I again apologize for any misplaced atgument but, at the same time, dppreciate the oppoztunity to
better understand the process, ptocedutes, and code that apply to the CAA and other parties. I
hope that DHCD will equally appreciate and evaluate the allegations and move to ensute the
protection of the health, welfare, and safety of the public through the CAA program and the code
related to industrialized buildings.

Milari Madison



From: McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2012 9:31 AM
To: 'huntermadison2002@yahoo.com'

Cc: Hodge, Vemon (DHCD)

Subject: RE: Sign in sheet, copy request

Ms. Madison,

As you requested, please find attached a PDF of the sign-in sheet for the informal fact-finding conference
on your appeal (Appeal No. 12-6).

Sorry for not getting it to you souner, but | was out of the office all last week and our offices were closed
yesterday for Columbus Day.

Should you need-anything else, please let me know.
Regards,

Alan McMahan, CBO

Senior Construction Inspector If

State Building Code Office

Division of Building & Fire Regulation

Department of Housing & Community Development
600 East Maln Street, Suite 300

Richmond, Virginia 23219

{804) 371-7175

{804) 371-7092 - fax
alan.memahan@dhcd.virinia.gov
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From: Gina Schaecher <gschaecher@kasannlaw.com>

To: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Ce: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>; "Davis, Cindy (DHCD)"
<Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "Thempson, Chris" <Chris. Thompson@loudoun.gov>;
"mmelis@oag.state.va.us" <mmelis@oag.state.va.us>; "McMahan, Alan (DHCD)" o
<Alan.McMahan@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 1:29 PM

Suhject: RE: Attic/thrid floor

Mr. Hodge:

Attach ed please find the Integrity Building Systems, Inc.’s check list for the modular units purchas ed by
Convenient Installations for Ms. Madison. As you will note, these documents provide that the stairs were
not install ed at the manufacturing plant, and were inde ed shipp ed loose as indicat ed by the "S/L”
notation on the item line for the stairs. Aiso, please note that the comments specifically provide, “stairs
not install ed .” Please see pages QA30.1 for modular units 1991 B and 1991 G attach ed .

With respect to the attic area, we have not identifi ed any document in which the attic Is identifi ed as
habitable or occupiable space. All plans for the house indicate two stories, not three.

Consequently, it is Milton Home Systems, Inc.’s position that the stairs were shipp ed loose and not install

ed at the factory, and that all plans provide for a two story house, with no mention of use of the attic as
habitable space.

Should you have any further questions, or require any additional infermation, please do not hesitate to
contact us.

Respecifully,

Gina L. Schaecher
Cou_nse[ for Milton Home Systems, Inc.

Gina L. Schaecher, Esquire
Kasimer & Annino, P.C.

7653 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, Virginia 22043
(703) 893-3914 - Phone
{703) 893-6944 - Fax
aschaecher@kasannlaw.com

Leesburg Area Office

39959 Catoctin Ridge Street
Paeonian Springs, VA 20129
(540) 882-4747

This message is intend ed only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is address ed and may
contain information that is privileg ed and confidential, the disclosure of which is prohibit ed under the
applicable law.

-
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, October 12, 2012 6:58 AM

To: Gina Schaecher; Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)
Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Thompson, Chris; mmelis@oag.state.va.us; McMahan, Alan (DHCD);
jared@markobenshain.com; Ralph'Rinaldi

Subject: Re: Attic/thrid floor

Assuming the attached documents can be authenticated as submitted by Milton's counsel, there ate 9
~boxes and four sets of staits in the dwelling, Which staits allegedly shipped loose? Shipping them
loose is contrary to the Installation Systems and Procedutes For Setting Modular Housing,

QA Checklists fot two boxes have been provided by Milton. Dated as inspected 6-30-11, other
"cominents" are apparently added on "7-15-11", but NOT INCLUDED 4s "INSPECTED". The
othet comments, that may bave been added on 7-15-11, ate not included by Milton's counsel and ate
not patt of the inspection because such comments allegedly occurred 15 days after the inspection.

WHERE IS THE QA CHECKLIST FOR THREE STORY HOUSES?
WHERE ARE THE INSPECTION AND CERTIFICATION RECORDS FROM NTA, INC
THAT THE PLANT WAS CERTIFIED TO BUILD THREFE STORY DWELLINGS?

Section 202 identifies an attic as "that space between the ceiling beams at the top story -

and the roof rafters. An attic designation is appropriate only if the area is not considered _

- occupiable. Where this area has a floor, it would be defined as a story. A common misuse of
terminology is the designation of a space as a habitable ot occupiable attic."

At 2 minimum, Milton and NTA, Inc. misidentified the space for planning, permitting,
design, and certification putposes. The permit and building plans INCLUDE the staitcase
up to the third floor. The third floot inclded a substantial plywood floor. 'The data plate in
incorrect. Applicable law defines this project as a three story.

As provided previously, numerous e-mails state the intent to use the third floor as provided
for in the design.

21
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From: Melis, Mike F. [mailto:mmelis@oag.state.va.us]
Sent: Thursday, November 01, 2012 11:46 AM

To: Davis, Cindy (DHCD)

Subject: FW: Attic/thizd floor

Ireceived a copy of the Sep. 17, 2012, letter from Bill Shelton to Milari Madison in response to her e-mail to
the Governor. Thank you for forwarding that to me. Tn Madison's Oct. 12 e-mail, in which she references
this letter, it appears that she also states the following: '

Further, the Secretary provided a copy of an SNSA Inc. Appeal Nos. 11-9 and 1-10 ORDER, and suggested
that my appeal could be rescinded (essentially because nothing was really available to be appealed based on
the erroneous understanding by DHCD as to the definition of a third floor and as to DHECD's erroneous
understanding of when and how the electrical panes were set, among other thin gs).

So it appears that in addition to the letter from Bill Shelton, Madison also may have received correspondence

from "the Secretary” - presumably the Secretary of Commerce and Trade? If this is correct, can you provide
me with a copy of what she received? '

Thanks. - Mike

Mike ¥. Melis

Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
900 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 371-7965

(804) 371-2087 (fax)

FalN
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From: Davis, Cindy (DHCD)

Sent: Thursday, November 01, 2012 12:16 PM
To: Hodge, Vemon (DHCD)

Cc: Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Melis, Mike F.
Subject: Appeal information

Vemon,

Please see question from Michael Melis related to information provided to Milari Madison. Ifthis
information came from you would you please provide him with copies?

2i8



From: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>

To: "mmelis@oag.state.va.us" <mmelis@oag.state.va.us>

Ce: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>; "Davis, Cindy (DHCD)"
<Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; Gina Schaecher <gschaecher@kasannlaw.com>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2012 9:32 AM

Subject: RE: Appeal information

Mr. Melis:

Ms. Madison was referring to prior decisions of the Review Board which were distributed at the informal
fact-finding conference. The Secretary she is referring to is the Secretary of the Review Board. The
decisions hold that if violations have been corrected, any appeal is moot. The Review Board decisions she is
referring to are attached.,

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretaty, State Technical Review
Board

State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email: Vernon Hodge@DHCD. virginia. gov

—
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From: Hunter Madison {mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, November 05, 2012 7:38 AM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); mmelis@oag.state.va.us; Shelton, Bill (DHCD); sjack@oag.state.va.us;
Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Gina Schaecher; Ralph Rinaldi; Chris Thompson; jared@markobenshain.com;
Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)

Subject: Re: Appeal information, Request for Authority and review of Procedure

§ 36-82.1. Appeais.

Any person aggrieved by the Department's application of the rules and regulations of the _
Industrialized Building Safety Law shall be heard by the State Building Code Technical Review
Board established by § 36-108. The Technical Review Board shall have the power and duty to
render its decision in any such appeal, which decision shall be final if no further appeal is made.

Dear Mr. Shelton or Whom It May Concern;

Please provide a copy of the authority bestowed upon the TRB and/or Mt. Hodge to reconstruct the
law; specifically, no where does the TRB orx DHCD have the authority to short-circuit due process as
to suggest that the appeal should be rescinded ot to apply a previous case decision to this matter.
Contrariwise to the attached case decision as provided by Mr. Hodge, no correction notice ot NOV has
been issued to the CAA, builder, or manufacturer or such person and outstanding violations remain.
The Complaint and Appeal cannot be re-invented by DHCD ot the TRB , including the named parties.
Mr Rinaldi, counsel for NTA Inc., requested that he be included on such e-mails.

The TRB does not have the authority to uphold or even hear on appeal Ms. Davis’s te-interpretation
of well- estabhshed VA law and her erroneous conclusion that Integrity Building Systems is out of
business, fl - apbedl. No where, does a previous case decision by the TRB exist that
such a “ﬁndmg by the DHCD bqudmg code official is consistent with the law and can be relied upon
in this instance. Ms. Davis etroneously "concluded"” that Integtity Building Systems was "out of
business" and telying upon such a finding, would refuse to take enforcement action against Integrity,
the builder (Convenient Installations), or NTA Inc., or such tesponsible petsons. Documentation
provided to DHCD (copies of letters from Integnty s then attorney, Ken Pottet, and documentation
from the PA Cotporation Commission) affirm the name change only—- that they were not out of
business. Even so, a name change by 2 business does not absolve the tesponsible company or person,
as provided in the code, from obligation.

The appeal is based on Ms. Davis's letter that re-invents and re-interprets VA law, not the application
of the building code because she never did so. Itis through her letter and affitmed by Mr. Emory
Rodgets that the appeal must be filed. It would be conscious shocking for any party to accept such a
"finding" by DHCD (the reinvention of the law and bastardization of due process) given the
citcumstances. _

There ate outstanding and remaining issues relevant to the installation procedures of the house, found
within the IBSR, which have been ignored specific to 13 VAC 5-91-250 (the design did not meet code),
VAC 5-91-270 and NTA Inc (DHCD s apptoved CAA). The house is not a two-story house per the
ICC and the CAA failed to tesolve "problems" as it affirms they will to DHCD under theit procedutes.
NTA Inc. has failed to meet its obligations under the code, yet this fact, appeats to have been ignored
by DHCD. Mt. Hodge, admitted at the meeting in Leesburg, that the data plate is incorrect (as it is),
yet no correction has occutred, another violation of VAC 5-91-270. Integrity Building Systems now

. d/b/a Milton, and their attorney appeared at the meeting as well, hardly out of business,
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DHCD’s job is to protect the public from nefatious activities, ensute that the CAA’s are complying
with the requirements set by the law, and to ensure the public’s safety and welfare.

‘The Davis letter should be rescinded (as no authority by the G.A. permits DHCD to te-invent well-
established law) and the approptiate correction notices should be issued. Please further note, that
additional code violations exist beyond the ones already noted by Loudoun County, including the
compliance with the manufactuter’s procedures and specifications at 13 VAC 5-91-270.

A complete review of the program and IBSR is suiely warranted.

Milari Madison

AN



From: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)

Sent: Monday, November 05, 2012 12:17 PM

To! Hunter Madison ' _

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); mmelis@oag.state.va.us; Gina Schaecher; McMahan, Alan (DHCD)
Subject: RE: Appeal information, Request for Authority and review of Procedure

Ms. Madison,

We are still processing your appeal to the Review Board. No issues have been taken off of the table. 1 have
only made you aware of prior decisions of the Review Board where they may be applicable. Once we hear
back from the SBCO on the attic stairway issue, then we will decide how to proceed on that issue. We
probably will have to conduct another informal fact-finding conference to continue to get to the bottom of
what issues may move forward in your appeal.

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical Review Board
State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email: Vernon.Hodge@DHCD.virginia.gov
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From: "Melis, Mike F." <mmelis@oag.state.va.us>

To: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Cc: "Davis, Cindy (DHCD)" <Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "gschaecher@kasanniaw.com"
<gschaecher@kasannlaw.com>; "Thompson, Chris" <Chris. Thompson@loudoun.gov>; "McMahan, Alan
(DHCD)" <Alan.McMahan@dhed.virginia.gov>; Hunter Madlson <huntermadlson2002@yahoo com:>
Sent: Monday, November 5, 2012 2:29 PM

Subject: RE: Attic/thrid floor

Dear Mr. Hodge:

| write on behalf of Ms. Davis and the State Building Code Administrative Office. You have asked: 1}
whether we agree that the stairs between the second floor and third floor/attic were installed at the
factory; and, 2) if so, whether we determined that they were in violation of the IBSR. | write to provide
our position on these two questions.

1} We have no first-hand knowledge of whether the set of stairs at issue was installed at the
factory or shipped loose. Counsel for Milton has indicated that the stairs appear to have been shipped
loose, which is typical.

2) Whether the stairs at issue were installed at the factory or shipped loose, we determined that
the stairs did not meet applicable headroom requirements. This determination was based on both
Loudoun County's determination as well as the site inspection completed by Eric Leatherby on April 9,
2012. This issue appeared to arise from a design flaw. As a result, there was an IBSR violation.

However, based on the information provided at the informal fact finding conference, we
understand that a set of plans for stairs from the second floor to the third floor/attic has been submitted
to the Loudoun County Building Department which were approved as code compliant, and an initial
inspection has been completed. We also understand that the second floor to third floor/attic stairs have

" been removed. Therefore, no current IBSR violation exists with regard to the second fioor to third
floor/attic stairs because they are site built stairs that comply with the applicable code and will be
approved by Loudoun County.

If you need any additional information, please feel free to contact me. Thank you.

Mike F. Melis

Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
900 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804} 371-7965

(804} 371-2087 {fax)
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 8:35 AM

To: Melis, Mike F.; Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Ralph Rinaldi

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); gschaecher@kasannlaw.com; Thompson, Chris; McMahan, Alan (DHCD)
Subject: Re: Attic/thrid floor '

Can someone kindly provide me with a copy of the stamped engineering drawings/design as approved
per 13 VAC 5-91-250 (at no charge)? The walls and plans as changed by Milton on site and at the
factory need to be reflect the changes made. This would also assist Loudeun County in having drawings
that are stamped for the purpose of design live load section 13 VAC 5-91-245 number 7 (requested by
Loudoun County) and to correct the plan that, in fact, per the ICC, the structure is three story, not two
which changes the total square footage of living space. Milton staff assisted in the set and made other
alterations that violate 13 VAC 5-91-270 at B. The data plate, as agreed at the meeting, remains
incorrect specific to the designation of electrical service ratings at 13 VAC 5-91-245 number 11.

Milari Madison

2
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From: Hunter Madison {mailto:huntermadispn2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, November 11, 2012 4:34 PM

To: "Melis, Mike F."; Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Ralph Rinaldi; Davis, Cindy (DHCD);
"gschaecher@kasannlaw com"; "Thompson, Chrts", McMahan, Alan (DHCDY); Shelton, Bill (DHCD);
sjack@oag.state.va.us

Cc: jared@markobenshain.com

Subject: Stairs typically installed at factory per Milton's own documentation!

At the meeting with Mr. Hodge, Milton's President, Richard Rowe stated he did not know if the stairs
shipped loose. | do not believe his "not knowing" would suggest that stairs "typically” ship-loose as Mr.
Melis suggests. The house has four sets of stairs. No where in the Installation Systems and Procedures
For Setting Modular Housing, approved by NTA Inc. March 7, 2011, are there instructions for setting
stairs to the third floor. As found in the quote sheet, the stairs are not indicated as loose shipped items.
13 VAC 5-91-270 states that installers must erect the building in accordance with the manufacturer's
instructions. Milton had their own staff on-site assisting with the set-up although they were unlicensed to
perform such work,

In Milton's e-mail, the attorney states: "please note that the comments specifically provide, “stairs not
installed .” Please : See pages QA30.1 for modular units 1991 B and 1991 G attached”. The sheet 1991

AR L

B, at #29 9 says “Stairs set correctly” . At 30TV W@;ﬂg!%wmg for canientboardion
ﬁgﬁ‘dﬁféfqdf It is highly arguable that stairs shipping loose is "typical". According to Milton's own

documentation, it is typical that the stairs are set at the factory. Further, it remains unknown if after the
initial inspection, the stairs from the second floor fo the third floor were installed in spite of the fact that it

would have been very obvious there was a sericus problem.

Section 202 identifies "an attic as that space between the ceiling beams 2t the top story

and the toof rafters An attlc des1gnatlon is appro riate only if the atea is not considered
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house came with a solid thitd ﬂoor and‘numerous e-mails show the intent to use the
space. Itis a cleat application of the code that renders the building thtee stoty, not two.

Milari Madison
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From: Gina Schaecher <gschaecher@kasannlaw.com>

To: 'Hunter Madison' <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>; "'Melis, Mike F."" <mmelis@oag.state.va.us>:
"Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)™ <Vernon.Hodge@dhed.virginia.gov>; Ralph Rinaldi <ralph@cowleslaw.com>;
""Davis, Cindy (DHCD)"" <Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; ""Thompson, Chris™

<Cliris. Thompson@loudoun.gov>; "McMahan, Alan (DHCD)"" <Alan.McMahan@dhed virginia.gov>; Blll
<bhill.shelton@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "sfack@oag.state.va.us" <sjack@oag,state.va.us>

Cc: "jared@miarkobenshain.com” <jared@markobenshain.com>

Sent: Monday, November 12, 2012 1:11 PM

Subject: RE: Stairs typically installed at factory per Milton's own documentation!

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

We write to briefly respond to Ms. Madison’s most recent email message. As a point of clarification,
Milton Home Systems, Inc. ("Milton”) specifically investigat ed the questions regarding the shipment of the
stairs to be install ed between the second floor and the attic storage space and provid ed the
documentation which demonstrat ed that these particular stairs were inde ed shipp ed loose and were not
install ed at the factory. The documentation previously provid ed establish ed this fact.

With regard to the attic, we wrlte to clarify one point not ed in Ms. Madison's email. The attic did riot have
a plann ed floor and does not'have afloor.- As plann ed and provid ed , the attic has a limit ed deck aisle
for storage and access, but it does not have a floor. All the plans for the modular units call for a two story
house.

Should you have any questions or require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Gina L. Schaecher; Esquire
Kasimer & Annino, P.C.

7653 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, Virginia 22043
{703) 893-3914 - Phone

(703) 893-6944 - Fax
gschaecher@kasannlaw.com

Leesburg Area Office

39959 Catoctin Ridge Street
Paeonian Springs, VA 20129
(540) 8824747

This message is intend ed only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is address ed and may
contain information that is privileg ed and confidential, the disclosure of which is prohibit ed under the
applicable law.



From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, November 12, 2012 4:27 PM

To: Gina Schaecher; "Mells; Mike F."; Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Ralph Rinaldi; Davis, Cindy (DHCD);
"Thompson, Chris"; McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); sjack@oag.state.va.us; Rodgers,
Emory (DHCD) - '

Cc: jared@markobenshain.com

Subject: Milton's building plans. show third floor sub-floor

The sheet | have attached states at #29, and #30 "stairs not installed" dated 6/30/11. Then dated "7-15-
11" it states "OK". The Integrity Building Systems, Inc. "ship loose check-off sheet" that is 6 pages
DOES NOT INDICATE STAIRS WERE SHIPPED LOOSE. The attic/third floor came from the factory
with a substantial plywood floor. The sheathing that Milton's counsel refers to as a "deck aisle” was

laced by me as it was required to access and support the HVAC equipment. The Milton building plan
SHOWS a sub-flooring material WITHIN the knee-walled area, my third floor living space.

Even if Milton shipped the stairs to the attic loose, and had unlicensed persons install them, the design

fails specific to code section 13 VAC 5-91-250 at 1. Further, the opening would tiave been completely

unguarded and the thermal envelope required under 13 VAG 5-91-270, the manufacturer's instructions,
would fail and be an additional code violation.

Milton's counsel is correct, the builder and CAA failed to correctly identify that the house is a three story
house per the adopted definition of the attic. Section 202 identifies "an attic as that space
between the ceiling beams at the top stoty

and the roof rafters. An attic designation is appropiiate only if the area is not considet ed

Here are some of the e-mails regarding the use of the attic as communicated with Integrity:
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25, Penél box: loestion per print. y
26. Carbon madsxide dsteztor O, NY, R1, dod VT
7. Roof domez operingaper print -
- .28 110 & 120 riph wind zon4 tiisses endiréing 19 3
trusses from end HTS 16" tie down.
29. 110 & 130 mphﬁandzonaﬁ'usscs
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i tedd . Y 1p topof 2 e T, st faad:
30 Stam- SEL a]lowmv fnr haxd‘wood at cem.,ntboard
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33. Adv barder end Insu.lanqn Inpection per QA Manwial
Appéndie B Pages #1 tri #8
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From: Hunter Madison [mailfo:huntermadison2002@yahoc.com]

Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2012 10:07 AM

To: Gina Schaecher; Ralph Rinaldi; Chris Thompson; Davis, Cindy (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCDY); -
Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); mmelis@oag.state.va.us; sfack@oag.state.va.us; Leatherby, Eric (DHCD);
Hodge, Vernon {DHCD)

Cc: Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Shelton, Bili (DHCD); jared@markobenshain.com

Subject: Fw: Madison house (clarification for third floor) stamped engineered doc

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Mark Neal <mneal@barlow-engineering.com>
To: 'Hunter Madison’ <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>
Cc: Chris.Thompson@loudoun.gov

Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 12:36 PM

Subject: RE: Madison house

Mrs. Madison & Mr. Thompson,

Attached is a revised copy of the shearwall calculations we provided to IBS for the C-484709-2 plan. The
only revision we made was on the Main House summary sheet showing the roof as a 3° floor. The
calculations were done correctly originally but we didn’t call the habitable attic a floor.

I trust this will clarify our portion of the design and | wish you the best in resolving your issues.
Please contact our office with any questions or comments.
~Thanks,

Mark Neal

Barlow Engineering, P.C.
6612 Six Forks Rd.

Suite 104

Raleigh, NC 27615

(919) 845-1600

Fram: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 10:00 AM

To: mneal@barlow-engineering.com

- Subject: Madison house

Chris. Thompson@loudoun.gov
Mark,

As discussed, please send the corrected plan/calc for the third floor shear wall to me and the building
code official. PDF is fine.

Thank you,

Milari Madison

TN



HIGH WIND
CALCULATIONS
FOR

INTEGRITY

BUILDING SYSTEMS
MILTON, PA

C-484709-2
90 MPH
WIND EXPOSURE: C

11/16/12

PREPARED BY: -
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
6612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104

RALEIGH, NC 27615
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NARRATIVE

110376

0232nec2011

IBS — C-484709-2

48.08° x 58.5° Two Story
9/12

90 mph

Exposure C

VA

ETHAN LOEWENTHAL
711711

Analyses were performed for two parts of the structure; the Den and the Main House
Den

The Endwall #1 shear loads were added to the Main House Endwall #2 at the 1* Ievel ceiling and floor.
Shear connections were designed to transfer these loads.

The floor diaphragm continuity calc was removed, because it is a 1-module structure.
The roof truss uplift DL calcs were modified for the transverse roof orientation.
Main House

Because there are two orthogonal roof orientations, the perpendicular-to-ridge wind loading was used for
both orthogonal directions. This is conservative loading.

Endwall #1 on the 1 level and Sidewall #2 on both levels end in segments shorter than H/3.5. Holddowns
were designed for the true ends of these walls.

The Ist level ceiling above the Sun Room was designed to transfer shear load out to the portion of Sidewall
#1 at the Sun Room,

The structure dimensions were reduced in the shear connections calcs and in the overturning dead load
cales for the worst cases.

T

%
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SHEARWALL DESIGN DEN INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
(per 2001 WFCM)

)
/ 4
%%\Q
\

BUILDING INFORMATION:

JOB NUMBER = 110378
PLAN NAME | NUMBER = C-484702-2

FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (W)= 2483 1l
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (L j= 16875 1
ROOF SPAN = a0
TRUSS SPACING (TOCK 24 In
STUD SPACING (SOC) = 24 0n
WIND SPEED (Vas) = 40 mph
EXPDSURE FACTOR = [
MEAN RODF HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (EMRH) = . 1,138
WALL HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR {SWH) = Hia= 1425

SHEARWALL SUMMARY:

SHEATHING FASTENING MUST USE THE MORE RESTRICTIVE FASTENING OF THAT SPEGIFIED FOR,
SHEARWALL SHEATHING FASTENING AND SHEATHING SUCTION FASTENING

FIRST FLODR ENGWALL#1: THERMO-PLY (RED) SHEATHING EXTERIOR wi 1/2* GWB INTERIOR
ADJACENT TO MAIN HOUSE WITH FASTENERS SPACED AT 3" EDGE

I THERMOPLY FASTENED WITH 1" CROWN, 1 1/4* LEG 16 ga, STAPLE 3" 0.C. EDGE & FIELD; STAPLES TO BE INSTALLED PARALLEL TO GRAIN I

FIRST FLODR ENDWALL #2: 7/16" 0SB EXTERIOR (8LOCKED} w 172" GWB INTERIOR
QOPFOSITE MAIN HOUSE WITH 84 COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 6" EDGE

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #1: 716" 0SB EXTERIOR {BLOCKED) w/ 1/2* GWB INTERIOR.
DEN WITH 8d COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 6* EDGE

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #2: 7/16” 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) wr 1/2* GWE INTERIOR
BATH #1 WITH 84 COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 6" EDGE

ROOF SHEATHING: 716" OSB {UN-BLOCKED) wf 8d MAILING @ 67112"

CEILING SHEATHING: 1/2° GWB (UN-BLOCKED) w/ FASTENERS @ 7%/7*
FLODR SHEATHING: 18/32" MIN, 0SB {UN-BLOCKED) wf 8d NAILING @ 612"

SHEATHING SUCTION FASTERING: FOR ROOF ZONE 1: USE 0,331 x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED)AT t2Ino.c.

FOR RODF ZONE 2; USE 0.431*x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NALLED) AT 12in 0.t
FUR ROOF ZONE 3 (CORNER): USE 0.131°x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) AT B in 0.¢,
FOR RODF ZONE S0H (CORNER OVERHANG): USE 0,131" x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NARED) AT 7 In 0.0,
FORWALL ZOME 4: USE 0,134* x 2.5" COMMON NAIL {FACE NAILED) ATE In o.e.
FOR WALL ZONE 5; USE 0,131° x 2.5" COMMCN NAIL {FAGE NAILED) ATS fn o.¢,
EDGE DIMENSION, 2= an ’

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. PG,
B812 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALE|GH, NG 27615 Page 1 of 14
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SHEARWALL DESIGN DEN

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
(per 2004 WFGM)

CONNECTION SUMMARY: CONNECTIONS TO BE AS SPECIFIED OR EQUIVALENT
UPLIFT CONNECTIONS

REQUIRED TRUSS TIE DOWH: USE A SIMPSON H2 5A EACH TRUSS

OR USE (5} 0,431" x .25 ENDNAILS (TRUSS TO BANG} & (3} #3x 4.6* TOE-SCREWS (TRUSS 70 PLATE]
OR CONNESTION T WITHSTAND AN_UPI;IFI' FORCE GF 369 Ibs

1STFLOOR STUD TO TOP MLATE ! CEILING BAKD: USE A 1.57 X 26 ga. STRAP EACH STUD WITH (§) 8d NAILIS) EAGH END
OR WITH (8) 16 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END
OR CONNEGTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE OF 389 Ibs

1stFLODR STUD TO FLOGR BARD; USE A 1.5* x 26 ga. STRAP EACH STUD WITH (6} 8d NAIL(S) EACH END
OB WITH (8} 16 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END
OR CONNEGTION T& WITHSTAND AN UFLIFT FORGE OF 250 Ibs

FLOOR BAND TO SILL PLATE CONNECTION: USE A 1.5 x 22 ga. STRAP WITH (7] 84 NAIL(S) EACH END
ORWITH (17}16 ga. STAPLE(S) EAGH END
WRAPPED ARCUND THE SILL PLATE AY EACH ANCHOR BOLT LOCATION
O CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE GF 760 1bs

LATERAL CORNECTIONS

TRUSS TO TOP PLATE CONNECTION: USE (2) 0.131" x 2.5 COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) PER TRUSS
IF (§) 0.131° % 3.25" ENONAILS (TRUSS TO BAND) & (3)#3x 4.5* TOE-SCREWS (TRUSS TO PLATE) TRUSS CONNECTION IS USED, ABOVE CONNECTION MAY BE CMITTED

PLATE TO PLATE CONNECTION: ATTACH WITH 0.131" x 2.5 COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED} AT +2" ON CENTER
PLATE TG STUD CONNECTION: USE (2) 0.152" x 3.5" COMMON NAIL (ENDNAILED) PER STUD
BOTTOM PLATE TO FLOOR CONNECTION: ATTAGH WITH 0.431% x 25" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) AT 12" ON CENTER

TOP PLATE SPLICES

TOP PLATE SPLICES SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 1 ft w/ (2) ROWS 16d (0.162" X 3,5" SOMMON NAIL (FACE NAILER)) 3" 0.0
OR A MINIMUM OF 1 ft wi (2) ROWS 164 {0.162" x 3.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED)} 12" 0.0

SHEAR CONNEGTIONS

FIRST FLOOR ENBWALL,
UNIT SHEAR SHEATHING TO FLOGR BAND; USE SHEATHING CONMECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF 8d NAILS AT 6" 0.0
(AND SHEATHING TO TRUSS BOTTOMCHORD} OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORGE OF 161 pif

UNIT UPLIFT SHEATHING > FLOOR BAND: USE SHEATHING CONRECTION WITH 1 RCW{S) OF 84 NAILS AT 6" 0.C.
OR CONNECTION TO WEFHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 161 plf .
ALVERNATE: FASTEN SHEATHING T3 BAND WITH 4*WIDE STRIP OF 200 pat MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE

TRUSS BOTTOM CHORD TO TOP PLATE CONNECTION: USE 0,162"x 3.5" COMMON NAL {TOENAILED) @ 16 ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 72" ON CENTER
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 1202 |bs

RIMBAND TO SILL PLATE CONNEGTION; USE 0,162 x 3.5* COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) @ $6* ON CENTER
OR USE {1} SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 65* ON CENTER
OR CONNECTION T WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 2273 bs

SILL PLATE TQ FGUNDATION CONNECTION: USE /2 ANCHOR BOLTS @ 72" 0.0
CR USE 68" ANCHOR BOLTS @ 72" 0.C
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORGE OF 2273 (bs

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL,
UNIT SHEAR SHEATHING TO RIMBAND CONNECTION: USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF 8d NAILS AT 6" 0.6,
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 179 pHf

UNIT UPLIFT SHEATHING TO RIMBAND CONNEGTION: USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW({S) OF B4 NAILS AT 6" O.C,
OR CONNECTION To WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 179 pif
ALTERNATE: FASTEN SHEATHING TO BAND WITH 1" WIDE STRIP OF 200 psi MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE

RIMBAND TO SILL PLATE CONNECTION: USE 0.162" % 3.6° COMMON NAIL [TOEMAILED} @ 14" ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 53 ON GENYER
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 2048 |bs

SILL PLATE TO FOUNDATION CONNECTION: USE 112* ANCHOR BEOLTS @ 72° 0.&
CR USE §/8" ANCHOR BOLTS @ 72" .G
CR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE DF 2048 [bs

HOLBBOWN CONNEGTIONS
FIRST FLOOR CORNER HOLDBOWH: NO PHYSICAL HOLDDOWN REQUIRED

FIRST FLOOR CORNER STUD CONNEGTION: FASTEN CORNER STUDS 2 ROWS OF 16d COMMON NAILS @ 16 DN CENTER
OR USE (5) 14* DIA. LAG SCREWS

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C,
- 6612 SIX FORKS RD, SUIVE 104
RALEIGH, NC 27615 Page 2 of 14
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

(per 2001 WFCM)

DEN
APPLICABILITY LIMITATIONS:

MEAN ROOF HEIGHT (MRH} = 1610 f

NUMBER OF STORIES = . 1
FIRST FLOOR WIT'TH (W)= 2183 R
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (Ly}= 1575

BUILDING ASPECT RATID (LW} = 072
FLOOR JOIST BEPTH = 935 in
MAX. VERTICAL FLODR OFFSET = 0in
FLOOR ASPECT RATIO [LW)= 072 -
MAX. FLODR DIAPHRAGM OFENING WIDTH = R
MAX, FLOOR DIAPHRAGM OPENING LENGTH = o
FIRST FLOOR HEIGHT ()= LY

SEILNG ASPECT RATIO {LW) = 07z
MIN, SHEARWALL SEGMENT (H/3.5}= 2571

ROOF PITCH= , sfz.

DESIGN MEETS LIMITATIONS OF THE WFCM METHODOLOGY

CONHECTION INFORMATION:

TRUSS TO PLATE CONNECTORS
UPLIFT STRENGTH: SHEAR STRENGTH:
SIMPSON H2.5 U= 365 Ibs Fy=
SIMPSON H2,54 U= 480 [bs F=
SIMPSON H1io u= B50 Ibs Fe=
{5 04317 x3.25" ENDNAILS (TRUSS TO BAND) & (3) 88 x 4,5" TOE-SCREWS (TRUSS TO PLATE) =
Fpe
200 psl MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE zZ=
200 ps| MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE Z=
FLAT STRAPS MAXIMUM FASTENERS: Bd NAIL
157 x26 ga. STRAP Z= 435 s Z=
1.8"x 22 ga. STRAP = 810 by Z=
1.5%x 20 ga, STRAP = a73 s Z=
{2) 15" x 22 ga, STRAP = 1620 by ze
{2) 1.5" x 20 ga. STRAP Z= 1046 Ibs Ze

HOLDDOWNS wi 1 1/2" EDGE DISTANCE
MINIMUM 8" STEW WALL
ASSUME 2000 psl Fo CONCRETE

SIMPSCN LETHDERS Z=

SIMPSON STHD10RJ Z=

SIMPSON STHD14RJ Z=

{2) SIMPSON STHD14RJ Z=

12" DIA. THRV BOLT i=

172" ANCHOR BOLT =

5/8" ANCHOR BOLT =

144" DIA, LAG SCREW Zn

0.131* x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED} Zua

0.131° x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) 2z

0.131% x 2.5 COMMON NAIL (ENDN:\“.ED) Zs

0.162" x 3.5 COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED} Z=

0,152 x 3.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) Z=

01627 x 3.5° COMMON NAIL {ENDNAILED) =

2d COMMON NAIL (FACE NAKED), 7/46° SIDE MEMBER Z=

0.131" x 2.5" COMMON NAIL {FACE NAILED) Z=

{1) SIMPSOM L.TP4 PLATE Z=

112" GWB [UN-BLOCKED) wi FASTENERS @ 7°f™ Z=

716" OSB (UN-BLOCKED} wf Bd NAILING [=350 Z=

M5 088 (BLOCKED) wi B3 NAILING @ 612" Ze=

15/32" MIN. OSB (UN-BLOCKED) w/ 3d NAILING @ 6"/42" Z=

18/32" MIN. 0S8 {BLOCKED]) wf Bd NATLING @ 612" =

7HE" 0SB (BLOCKED) wf Bd NAIUNG @ 6'12* & 4" 0.0, @ PERIMETER Z=
£08/32" 058 (BLOCKED) w/ 8d NAILING @ 612" & 4 o @ PERIMETER =
1892 050 (BLOCKED) wi Bd NASLING (& 4'/12* & 2 442° 0.5 @8 FERIMETER, DOUBLE FRAMING Z=

NOTE: SIMPSON CONNECTORS & FASTEN VALUES ASSUME SPF FRAMING MATERIAL
ANCHOR BOLT VALUES ASSUME DF/SP VALUES

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
6612 SIX FORKS RD, SUNTE 184
RALEIGH, N& 27615
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130 Ibs
110 1bs
236 [bs
434 lbs
486 ibs

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS

100 psd (ENO-GRAIN}
200 psl {FACE}

6 ga. STAPLE

T68.7
1212
127.3
120.4
1314

1950 s
3220 [bs
4430 1bs
BEGO |bx

623 Ibs
1056 Ibs
1488 {hs

224 bs

160 ths

83 g
&7 Ibs

158 [bs

181 Ibs

128 Ibs

85 lbs

59 [hs @ie* SIDE WITHORAWAL)

515 bs

70 pif
296 plf
328 pif
309 pif
347 oif
437 pir
46 it
£94 pif

489 Ios
485 bs
48,3 bs
454 Ibs

46 Ibs

Page 3 024 2 '?
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SHEARWALL DESIGN DEN INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS

{per 2001 WFGM)

DESIGN UPLIFT LOADS

ROGF & CEILING ASSEMELY DEAD LOAD = 15 pat
WALL DEAD LOAD (WDL) = 12 pst
FLODR DEAD LOAD FDL}= 10 pst
ROOF SPAN (RS} 21831
TRUSS SPACING (FOC 2%
STUD SPACING (SOC) = 240
FIRST FLOCR HEIGHT (Hy) = aft
UPLIFT CONNECTION LOAD:
PER TADLE 2.28, 2001 WECM AT 21,83 fwip'}= 204 pif
wup = wup'* CMRH-0.6*ROL*RS[4=
Wilp S 204 pll* 1186 0.6* 15 psf * 21,83 /4= I
REQUIRED TRUSS TIE DOWN:
P= W, "TOC =
Py= 194 plf *24inf 12w
Po= 389 tbs

USE A SIMPSON H2.5A EACH TRUSS
ORUSE (5)0.131" x 325" ENDNAILS (TRUSS TO BAND) & (3) #8 x 4.5" TOE-SCREWS {TRUSS 70 PLATE]
OR COMMECTION TO WITHSTARD AN UPLIFT FORCE OF 284 Ibs

REQUIRED SIDEWALL STUD TIE DOWN LOADING:

15T FLOOR $TUD TO TOP PLATE/CENLING BAND: Py = Wy " S0C = 184°24/12= 389 fos
151 FLOGR STUD 7O FLOOR BAND: Pyn = Pyy-0.6 *WOL * H, * SOG =
, Pyn = 3B91be-08* 12psf* 90 2410/ 122 260 Ibs
CHECK FASTENERS: 84 NAIL z= 76.7 Tos
308 Ibs /76.7 Ibs { FASTENER = 5.07 FASYENERS

USE (B) Bd NAIL($) EACH END

16 ga. STAPLE Z= 494 lbs
383 (bs /49,9 lbs / FASTENER = 7.18 FASTENERS
USE (8) 18 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END

USE A 1.5 %28 gu, STRAP EACH STUD WITH (5} Bd NAILIS) EACH END
ORWITH {8} 16 ga, STAPLE(S) EAGH END
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE OF 368 |bs
SIDEWALL 15t FLOOR BAND T0 SILL PLATE CONNECTION;
SIDEWALL UPLIFT AT SILL PLATE: Wiy = Py SOG =
w,, = 260165 * 12424 ln =

Wiy ™ 130 plf

CHECK STRAP AT ANCHOR BOLT 1.OCATIONS:

12" ANCHOR BCLT SPAGING (BUC) = 2
Py= Wy * BOC= 130 plf* 722 720 b
CHECK FASTENERS: 8d NAIL Z= 1272 lbs
780 1bs # 127.2 hs / FASTENER = 6,13 FASTENERS
USE {7} 5d MAIL(S) EACH END
16 ga, STAPLE FA 456 [bs
780 [bs £ 48.6 lbs / FASTENER = 16.05 FASTENERS

USE (17) 16 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END

USE A 1.5" x 22 ga. STRAR WITH {7) 8d HAIL{S) EACH END
BR WITH {47} 18 g2. STAPLE(S) EACH END
WRAPPED AROUND THE SILL PLATE AT EACH ANCHOR HOLT LOCATION
DR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORGE OF 780 Ibs

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
5612 SIX FORKS RO, SUITE 104
L RALEIGH, NC 27615
~ . pazntng 14 SYORY SHEARWALL-200 1WFCH & ASOET-05-D232nme201 4 [BS-4%4 703 2-DEN
sk
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

DEN
[per 2001 WFCH) ’
Vs
[
CHECK BENDING [N RIMBANS:
DBL. 2x10 $PF #2 RIMBAND DESIGN VALUES:
SECTION MODULUS (5) = a278 i’
ALLGWABLE BENDING (fb) = 875 psi
Mo = W, *ROCE =
8
Muwcc® 130 pIE* (727 4202 = 7020 indba
[}
APPLIED fy = My =_ 7020ndbs= 164 pst
$ 4278 Inra
ALLOWABLE BENDING (fh)= 875 psl > APPLIED /b= 164 pzl

DBEL. 2x10 SPF #2 RIMBAND IS 0K

LATERAL LOAD AT ROOF/CEILING DIAPHRAGM

RODF SPAN =
ROOE PITCH=

‘WIND PERPENDICULAR TQ RIDGE:
ER TABLE 2.5A, 2001 WFCM AT 21.63' {i-par)s 121 pif
wi-per = wi-per' * CMRH * CWH =
wi-per = 129 pif* 1,186 * f,125 =
WIND PARALLEL TO RIDGE:
X R TABLE 2.58, 2001 WFCM AT 21,82 {wl-para'}= 75 it
. wi-para = wi-para'* CMRH* CWH =
whpara= 75 plf~1.196*1.125=
LATERAL LOAD AT FLOOR DIAPHRAGM
WIND PERPENDICULAR TO RIDGE:
FER TABLE 2.5A, 2001 WFCM FiLt-per' = 23 plf
Fli-per= Fll-per*® CMAH*CWH =
Fll-per= 123 plf*1.186* 1,125 =
WIND PARALLEL TO RIDGE:
PER TABLE 2.58, 2001 WFCMFL|-para’= a4 gt
Fllparas FLEpama'* CMRH * CWH=
Flh-para= 84 plf* 1196 * 1,125 =

LATERAL FRAMING CONNECTION LOADS FROM WIND;

2183 it
sM2

{FOR ROOF-TO-PLATE, PLATE-TO-PLATE, PLATE-TO-STUB, AND PLATE-TO-FLOOR}

PER TABLE 2.1, 2001 WFCM wi-wall' = 82 pif
wihwall= Wt-wali' " CMRH =
whwall= 81.5plf~ 1.188=

TRUSS MULTIPLIER =
STUD MULTIPLIER =

TRUSS TO TOR PLATE GONNECTION:

P = Wi "My = SBpift2= 196 lbs
TRUSS CONNEGTION; SIMPSON H2.5A Fz= 110 bs
Po=F-Fp=
Pg=1851bs-$101hs =
Pe= &5 Ibs
N
PREPARED BY:

BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.C,
6612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE104
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SHEARWALL DESIGN . DEN ’ INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS

(per 2001 WFCHM)
£0F 0.131" x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) REQUIRED = B o= BSls = 2 NAILS
z Bdlbs
- USE{2) 01247 x 2.5° GCOMMON NAIL [TOEHANLED) PER TRUSS
1F {5} 9131 x 325" ENDNAILS (TRUSS TO BAHDL & {1)#k % 4.5 TOE. { TO PLATE} USED, ABOVE. MAY BE OMITTED
PLATE TO PLATE CORNEGTION:
SPAGING OF 0.131" x 25" COMMON HAIL (FAGE NAILEDY = . Z*12 =_ qo0lpsti2= 12 in 0L,
Wiunt o8 pif (36% max}
ATTACH WITH 0.1317x 2.5 COMMON NAIL [FACE NAILED) AT 12" ON CENTER
PLATE TO STUD CONNEGTION;
Po =Wt " M= 28pIt 2 195 ths
#OF 0.162" x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (ENDMARED) REQUIRED = Bz = i95lks = 2 RAILS
z 128 tbs
USE (2} 0.162" x 3.5" GOMMON NAIL (ENDNAILED) PER STUD
BOTTOM PLATE TO FLOGR CONNECTION:
SPACING OF 0.131" x 2.5° COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) = 212 = 100 bk " 42= 12 0L
Vit 28 plf {16 max}
ATTACH WITH 0.131* x 2.5% COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) AT 12" ON CENTER
TOP PLATE SPLICE LENGTH
STRUCTUREWIDTH (W) = 21.83 11
STRUCTURE LENGTH {L) = 158754
0.162" % 3.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) z= 191 Ibe
ROOF DIAPHRAGM LOADING (w5} = 164 plf
DIAPHRAGM CHORD FORCE = T= whpsr*l2 = 164 pH* 157504 2= 233 Ibs
. 8w 8203t
REQUIRED SPLICE LENGTH {w/ {2} 18d 3" 0.e T* 3" 112° It = o33 ba e 2= 11
24z 24151165/ NAIL
REQUIRED SPLICE LENGTH (wf (2) 16d 12" 0.0 T2 127 112"/t = 233 |bs* 12/ 42" @ = i
- 2z 27191 b SNAIL
TOP PLATHE SPLICES SHALL BE A MIRIMUM OF 1 ftw/ {2) ROWS 1€d (0.162" x 3.5 GOMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED)) 3" 0.c
OR A MINIMUN OF { # w/ (2) ROWS 16d (0.162" x 3.5 COMMON NAIL {FACE NAILED) 12* 0.c
ROOF DIAPHRAGM SHEATHING REQUIREMENTS
ROOF SPAN {RE) = 2183 1
ROGF LENGTH (RL)= 1575 1
ROOF PITCH = 912
ROOF ANGLE (RA) = 368°
| Wige® 164 plf
STANDARD ROOF SHEATHING = 7/16" 0SB (UN-BLOCKED) wf Bd NAILING @ &V12"
ROGF SHEATHING SHEAR CAPACITY ()= 2965 pif
STANPARD CEILING SHEATHING = 112~ BWE (UN-BLOCKED) wi FASTENERS @ 77
GEILING SHEATHING SHEAR CAPACITY (4) = 7o p¥
MAX DIAPHRAGM SHEAR (V)= L "Wl /2= 1575 RT164 iR = &0 pit
RS 2850
NET DIAPHRAGM SHEAR CAPACITY (g)= v, +v,= 205 plf £ 70t = 365 pit
DIAPHRAGM SHEAR CAPAGITY < STANDARD ROORIGEILING DIAPHRAGH
REQUIRER = 60 plf CAPACITY = 366 pif
. | PREPARED BY:
L BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
y 6812 $0¢ FORKS RD, SUITE 104

RALEIGH, NG 27515
[ A4 STORY ZIIWFLM & ASCETLS- $1-BS-CABAT08-2-DEN

Page 6 of 14
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SHEARWALL DESIGN DEN INTEGRITY BULDING SYSTEMS
(iFer 2001 WECM)

STANDARD ROOFICEILING DIAPHRAGM 0K

FLOOR DIAPHRAGM SHEATHING REQUIREMENTS

BUILDING WIDTH (W) = 2t83 ft
BUILDING LENGTH (L}= 1675 ft
Fligu ™ 166 pif

STANDARD FLOOR SHEATHING = 12/32" MIN, 058 (UN-BLOCKED) wf 8d NAILING @ 6"12°
FLOCR OIAPHRAGM SHEAR CAPACITY () = 30% ot

MAX FLOOR DIAPHRAGM SHEAR (v} = L* 344" Fll,, /2=

15750 3/4* 168 plf 2= 45 pif
w 21831
DIAPHRAGM SHEAR CAPACITY < STANDARD ROOF/CEILING DIAPHRAGM
REQUIRED =44 plf

CAPAGITY = 309 pif

STANDARD FLQOR DIAPHRAGM OK

SHEATHING SUCTION CONNECTION (PER 2001 WFGM, TABLE 2.4, pp. 69)

TRUSS SPACING (TOC) =

241 Q.C.
STUD SPACING (SOC) = 24 Ino.c.
0.1317 % 2.5 COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) 63 {bs (7/16" SIDE MEMBER; WITHDRAWAL}
Za It
MEAN ROGF HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR {GMRH) = 1186
FOR ROOF ZONE 1 {FIELD): = 15 pst
p=p'* CMRH
=15 psf* 1196
p= 17.94 p=f
TRUSS LOADING = 17.94 psf x 24" 0.¢. [ 12° i = a6 pil
38 plf e 0.5 FASTENERS /fi= 20 In0.C,
691bs/ FASTENER

MAXALLowABLE SRACHG]__ 12lnac

USE0.131" x 254 cCOMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) AT 4210 0.6

FOR RODF 20NE 2 (EDGE): p= - 2.8 pot
P= P CMRH
P=208ps7 1195
p= 34,57 psf
TRUSS LOADING = 38,57 psf % 24" 0.0/ 42 [ e &9 pir
sagif - 1.0 FASTENERS /= e,
&9 [bs / FASTENER maxaLowssLeseaciNe] __ talmowc.
USE 0:331" x 25" COMMON NAIL {FACE NAILED) AT 12 in o8,
FOR ROOF Z0Hs 3 (CORNER: p= 78 psf
p= g " CMRH
p=37.8 psf* 1,195
p= 45.21 psf
TRUSE LOADING = 45.21 psfx 24" 0.6,/ 12/ = a0 pif
sl = 14 FASTENERS 1= 8inac.
63 Ibs { FASTENER

MaXAltownBLE sPaC] Tzl o.c,

USE 0,931* x 2.5% COMMON NAIL [FACE MAILED} AT S ino.c,

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ERGINEERING. P.C. )
6612 SIX FORKS RB, SUITR 104 _
RALEIGH, N& 27615 Page 7'61‘ 4
Pleotivt 1 STORY FCM K ASCE-7-05 1-18S-CABTOS. 2. DEN

M3i2011



SHEARWALL DESIGN

DEN INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WFGM)
FOR RODF ZONE 30H (GURNER OVERHANG): = o7 pat
p=p'* CMRH
p= 47 psf® 1,198
p= 55.22 paf
TRUSS LOADING = 56.22 psfx 24" 0.0,/ 12" 1 = uz pif
112 it = 17 FASTENERS/f= . 7t ac.
69 b3/ FASTENER MAXALLOWABLESFACNG]___ Tzlnoc.
USE D.§31" x 2,57 COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILEDY AT T in 0.0,
FORWALL ZONE 4 (FIELD}; p= 182 psf

p=p'* CMRH

p= 6.2 st~ 1.158

ps 18.38 psf

STUD LGADING = 18.38 pafx 24" 0.6 /12l = sapi
33 pir = 0.6 FASTENERS / ft = 20 In 0.C.
59 lb3/ FASTENER MAXALLOWABLESPAcRIG]  elmo.c.
USE 0.131" x 2.5" COMMON NAIL [FAGE NAILED} AT 6 in 0.6
FORWALL ZONE § (EOGE): F= 204 pot
¢ = p' " CMRH
p=20.1psf* 1,198
A p= 24.04 psf

STUD LOADING = 24,04 psfx 24" 0.0/ 124/ i

48 pif
B91bs [ FASTENER

48 pif

0.7 FASTENERS /ft = 17 moe,
MAXALLoWaBLESPACiG] __ elinos,

USE 0.134" » 2 5% COMMON NAIL {FACE NAIWLED]} AT € in 0.0,

FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #{ SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS
ADJACENT TO MAIN HOUSE

FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (W) =
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH {l,) =

2183 ft
1875

SHEARWALL TYPE: THERMO-PLY {RED} SHEATHING EXTERIOR wi 172° GWB INTERIOR

SHEATHING EDGE 64 COBLER NAIL SPACING =
SHEARWALL STRENGYH (V)=

HIN. SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH =

FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (5L} =
1stFL. PERGENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING=

15t FL. MAX, UNRESTRAINED OPENING HEIGHT =
SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FAGYOR (Cy) =

151 FL. NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS (N, ) =
ADDITIONAL WALL LOAD =

2 In 0.C. {64 COOLER NAILS OR EQUIVALENT}
408 pif

80
1283 11
63 %
9t
0.503 (TASLE 2305.3.7.2, [BC)
2
0 Mhs

SHEARWALL REAGTION (Rynat) = Ly * Wigar / Hyng + ADDITIONAL=
Rty = 15750 164 pl {24 0 bs=

1292 b
MIN, LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (Lew) = Runiy/V = 1292 (bs / 408 plif= ERES
I PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED {ENDWALL) = IGEIC., =317 ft10.5683= SA4 1t
PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHIRG < PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED = 5,44 ft PROVIDED =13.83 % -~
ENDWALL SHEARWALLS OK
ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING TO BE BLOCKED UNO
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #1: UPLIFT DUE TO QVERTURNING
FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PRCVIDED L) = 1383 1t
SHEARWALE ADJUSTMENT FACTOR () = 0,583
SHEARWALL REACTION (Rupg) = 1292 1bs
WALL HEMGHT (H)= st
UPLIFT FORCE {Ug ) o ReanxH =
I4xCy
Ug=1282bsx91t = 1443 lbs
13.83 ftx0.583
' SEE PAGE 14 FOR CONNECTION DESIGN
. PREPARED BY:

LT

PAZOIT103TEAS b arcalcsWINIVERSAL-1-4 STORY SHEARWAZL-20DIWF O & ASCE7-05-0232nec2011-BS-C44708-2-0EH

BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C,

86812 S FORKS RD, SUITE 104

RALEIGH, NG 27615

Page 8 of 14
71312011



SHEARWALL DESIGN DEN

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WFCM)
-
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #2 SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS
OPPOSITE MAIN HOUSE
FIRET FLOOR WIDTH (W) = 21821t
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH {L,} = ] 1575 1t
SHEARWALL TYPE: 716" OSB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED]) w/ 1/2" GWE INTERIGR
SHEATHING EDGE Bd NAIL SPACING = & [n 0.C. {84 NAILS OR EQUIVALENT}
SHEARWALL STRENGTH (V) = 384 pf
MIN, SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = 261
FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (EL) = 1516 R
‘st FL. PERCENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING= 8 %
1t FL, MAS, UNRESTRAINED OPENING HEIGHT = 61911
SHEAR AQSUSTMENT FASTOR (0, = 0757 {TABLE 2305.3.7.2, I1BC}
151 FL, NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS (t..4) = 2
ADDITICNAL WALL LOAD = G ks
SHEARWALL REACTION (Ryaar) = Ly * Wipy/ Nypg + ADDITIONALS
Rupnn = 15.75fl* 164 311 2 + O ths = 1292 1bs
MiN. LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS {Lad = Ry /V = 1282 Ibs / 384 pif = 3361
| PERFORATED FLILL HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED (ENDWALL) =L, f Co = 3.36 # § 0,787 = 445 ft _|
PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING < PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED = 4,45 #t PROVIDED = 1516 4
ENDWALL SHEARWALLS OK
ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING TO BE BLOGKED UNC
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #2:" UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING
FULL HE!GHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (EL) = 1546 &
SHEARWALL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR {Cp) = 0767
- SHEARWALL REACTION (R, s = 1292 the
( WALL HESGHT (H) = gt
UPLYT FORGE (Ugy) = Ruui X H =
ILxCy
gy = 3282 s x O ft = 1014 1bs
15,16 % 0757
SEE PAGE {{ FOR CONNECTION DESIGN
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL: SHEAR CONNECTIONS
FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (W} = 2163 1
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (L) = 16750
Flige= 186 pif
12" ANCHOR BOLT Z= 1056 |bs
5/8" ANCHOR BOLT za . 4408 lbs
0.162" x 3.5" COMMON NA!L {TOENAILED) Z= 158 thy
{1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE Z= 575 Tbs
MAXIMUM FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL SHEAR LOAD » 1282 [bs
TRUSS BOTTOM CHORD TO TOP PLATE CONKECTION:
# TOENAILS PER FOOT = VIZIW = 12021bs £ 158 Ibs f 21 B3 A= 0.4 NALS Ht
TOENAIL SPACING = 12/4=  12/04= 16" 0., [16" MAX)
#LTP4 PLATES PER FOOT = VIZIW= 1292%bs ! 515 1hs F 2183 0= 0.1 PLATES /1t
LTP4 PLATE SPACING = 12/4=  12f04= 7200, 72" MAX)

USE 0.162" x 3.5* GOMMON NAIL {TOENAILED) @ 16" ON CENTER
OR USE (5} SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 72" ON CENTER
OR CONNEGTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FURCE OF 1292 lbs

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.C.
6612 51X FORKS RD, SUITE 404
RALEIGH, NC 27615

230

Page 9 of 14
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

DEN
{per 2001 WFCM)

RIMBAND TO SILL PLATE CONNECTION:

V= MAX ENDWALL SHEAR + Ly x (34 * i, ) /2=
V= t292lbs+ 15751 x (354 * 166 plf /2

#TQENAILS FER FOOT = VIZIW= 2272[bs /458 b3/ 21.83 =
TOENAIL SPACING = - i2rd= 2/07= 15700,

#LTP4 PLATES PERFOOT = VIZIW= 22721bs/5751bs/21.83 1=
LTP4 PLATE SPACING = 127¢= z2re2= 86 "0.C,

USE 0,162 x 3.5" COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED} @ 16" ON CEKRTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 668" ON CENTER
OR CONNECTION T8 WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 2273 Ibs

SILL PLATE TQ FOUNDATION CONNECTION:

# 1/2° ANCHOR BOLTS « Viz= 2272bs/1055hs =

BOLT SPACING = (W-2)/(1-1)= {2183 1-2)/@-1)=

USE 12" ANCHOR BOLTS @ I2" 0.C
ANCHOR BOLTS TO BE A MIN. OF 4" AND A MAX. OF 10" FROM CORNERS
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 2273 fus

# 518" ANCHOR BOLTS = WiZ= 22721bs /1488 (bs =

BOLT SPACING = (W-2)/{N-1)= {2183 fL=2} (2= 1} =

USE 5/8" ANCHOR BOLTS @ 72" 0.
ANCHOR BOLTS TO RE A MIN. OF 4" AND A MAX, OF 10" FROM CORNERS
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 2275 Ibx

GHECK SHEATHING TGO RIMBAND CONNECTION:

UNIT SHEAR CHECK:
SHEAR FORCE (V] = Roniy =
ILXC
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #1: V= 1292 Ibs =
13.83* 0653
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #2: V= 1292 Ibs =
16,16 * 0,757

MAXIMUM FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL UNIT SKEAR =

CHECK # 8d NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION:

8d COMMON HAIL (FACE NAILED), 7/46* SIDE MEMBER Z= 95 Ibs
# OF 6d NAILS PER FOOT = ¥ m 1B
Z 95 [bs f NAIL
# OF 2d NAILS PER FOOT = . 1.7 NAILS PER FOOT
OVERALL 84 NAIL SPACING = 12/8= 12117 = 7.05 " 0.C.
~ #OF ROWS: 1 ROW(S)
8d NAIL SPACING WITHIN EACH ROW = 1* SPACING 1°7.050.5 800

USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW({S) OF 84 NAILS AT 6" 0.6,
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 161 pif

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.C.
- . ) 6612 SDI FORKS RB, SUITE 104
Ca et

w0 RALEIGH, NG 27615
) eazaii 14 STORY. LL-Z00TWF: ASCE-T-D5 B3 LhadH BEN

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS

272 by
0.7 NAILS /1t
(15" max)
0.2 PLATES It

(72" MAX)

3 BOLTS

2l

2 BoLTS

72

164, pif

113 plf

161 pif

Page 10 of 14
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SHEARWALL DESIGN DEN

(per 2001 WFCM)

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
URIT UPLIFT CHECK: (EQUAL TO UNIT SHEAR)Y
CHECK# 84 NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION:
4d COMMODN NAIL {FACE NAILED), 716" SIDE MEMBSER Z= 95 bs
#0F Bd NAILS FER FODT = v =_ . iEiplf
Zz 45 hs JHAIL
# OF 8d NAILS PER FDOT = 1.7 NAILS PER FOOT
OQVERALL 8d NAIL SPACING o 1278=12/41= o500,
ROFROWS: 1 ROW(S)
8d NAIL SPACING WITHIN EACH ROW = 1°SPACING 1*7.05a.c e X+N
USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF 84 NAILS AT 5" 0.G.
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTARD A SHEAR FORCE 0F 161 plif
ALTERHATE SHEATHING CONNECTION FOR UNIT UPLIFT {GLUE):
V= 161 plf
200 ps| MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE Z= 200 ps| (FACE)
WIRTH QF GLUE REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION ALONG ELOOR BAND:
WIDTH CF GLUE STRIP REQUIRED = Vv = wsiph = 1
z 200 psi > 12° 7t
FASTEN SHEATHING TO BAND WITH 1" WIDE STRIP OF 200 pst MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE
FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #| SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS”
DEN
FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (W)= 2189 ft
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (L,}= 135 R
SHEARWALL TYPE: 7H6" 0S8 EXTERIOR {ELOCKED) wi 112" GWB INTERIOR
SHEATHING EDGE Bd NAIL SPACING = € In Q.. (Bd NAILS OR EQUIVALENT)
SHEARWALL STRENGTH (V)= 534 pIf
MIN. SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = 26 #
FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED EL) = o421
5l FL. PERCENT FULL HEISHT SHEATHING= 60 %
st FL. MAX. UNRESTRAINED QPENING HEIGHT = 68N
SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (C.} = 0.665 (TABLE 2305,3.7.2, IBG)
161 FL. NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS {Nye) = 2
ADCITIONAL WALL LOAD = 0 s
SHEARWALL REACTION (Ryge1) = We ™ Weyaa f Nag, + ADDITIONAL =
Ruget = 2183 AL* 102 plf 2+ 0 [bs= 1114 1bs
MIN, LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (L} = RygdV = 11141bs /384 = 28011
I PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SREATHING LENGTH REQUIRED {SIDEWALL) & Ly, f Cp = 2.9 ft§ D665 = £37 ft
PERFORATED FULY. HEIGHT SHEATHING < PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED = 4,37 ft PROVIDED =9.42 1
SIDEWALL SHEARWALLS OK
ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING TQ BE BLOCKED UNO
FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #1{: UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING
FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (TL) = 242 ft
SHEARWALL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR {Gy) = D465
SHEARWALL REACTION (Rus)= 1114 bs
WALL HEIGHT (H} = 3t
UPLIFT FORGE {Ug}= Ruay % H =
. SLxtCs
Ugc= 1914 lbsx 88 = 1601 Ibs
9.42%0.665

SEE PAGE 14 FOR CONNECTION DESIGN

. PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
6612 SIX FORKS RD, SULTE 104
RALEIGH, NG 27615

INIVERSAL-T-4 ETORY SHEARWALL-2001WFCM & ASCE-T-05-02320 £20 1510 8. 6434703-2-DEN
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

{per 2001 WFCM)

.

DEN

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #2 SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS

BATH#

FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (W) =
FIRST FLODR LENGTH (L=

SHEATHING EDGE 8d NAIL SPACING =
SHEARWALL 5TRENGTH (V)=

MIN. SHEARWALE SEGMENT LENGTH =
FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED L) =
1st FL. PERCENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING=

15t FL. MAX, UNRESTRAINED OPENING HEIGHT =

SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FAGTOR (Co) =
154 FL. NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS (Ngy,) =
ADOITIONAL WALL LOAD =

FIELY
JETET

SHEARWALL TYPE; 7/16" 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) W/ 172 GWB INTERIOR
& i1 O.C. (8d NAILS OR EQUIVALENT)

384

pif

2561
a4 f

57
62
0,683
z

%
ft
(TABLE 2365.3,7.2, |RC})

Gibs

SHEARWALL REAGTION (Rys) = Wy * Wiggrad Ny, + ADGITIONAL=

Ryses = 21.83

ft*102plff2+01lbs=

MIN, LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (Lo} = Rusa IV =

1§14 ths / 384 pit =

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS

1114 b

200 f

PERFORATED FULE HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED (SIDEWALYL) = Ly, / Cpy = 2918/ 0,689 =

PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED =422 ft

422 8

<<

SIDEWALL SHEARWALLS OK
ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING 't BE BLOCKED UNO

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #2: UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING

PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING

PROVIDED =9.04 ft

FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (SL} = 8.04
SHEARWALL ADJUSTMENT FAGTOR (Cp)= 0.589
SHEARWALL REAGTION (Rygas) = 1114
WALL HEIGHT {H) = ]

UPLIFT FORCE (Ug} = Ruga X H

ILxC,

Uy = 1114 1E% 9 A
9.04 x 0.689
SEE PAGE 14 FOR CONNECTION DESIGN
FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL: SHEAR CONNECTIONS

FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (W] = 2183
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (Li}= 15,75
Flipua™ 144
- 102
12" ANCHOR BOLYT Z=
58" ANCHOR BOLT za
0.1827 x 3,57 COMMON NAIL (FOENAILED} Z=
(1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE z=

RIMBAND TO SILL PLATE CONNEGTION:

[}
the
ft
=
fl
ft
pif
L
1056 Ibs
1488 {bs
148 1bs
575 tbs

MAXIMUM FIRSY FLOOR SIDEWALL SHEAR LOAD =

V= MAX SIDEWALL SHEAR + Wy x (314 * Pl ) /2=
V= 1114 1bs + 2183 fx (314 * 114 pi /2

#TOENAILS PER FOOT =

TOENAL SPACING =

#LTP4 FLATES PER FOOT =

LTr4 PLATE SPACING =

VIZIL=204T bs /558 [bs /1575 A=

1214=

VIZIW=

12Hd=

12/08=

2047 \bs 7 575 ths S 1575 ft =

12/02=

USED.162"x 3.5" COMMON NAIL (TOSNANLED} @ 14" ON GENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 53" ON CENTER
DR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 2048 bs

& maay
= PAZOIY

14 STGRY

L3 B0 11BE-CAB4T09-2-DEN

PREPARED BY:

BARLOW ENGINEERING. B.C.
6612 SIX FORKS KD, SUITE 104

RALEIGH, NG 27615

14 08

o0,

1610 lbs

1114 lbs

2047 Ibs
¢ 63 NAILS IR
(16" Max)
02 PLATES [t

{72 MAX)

Pzge 12 of 14
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SHEARWALL DESIGN DEN INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WECH)
SILL PLATE T0 FOUNDATION CONNEETION:
#1i2° ANCHOR BOLTS & - VIZ= 204T Ibs /1056 lbs = 2 BOLTS
BOLT SPACING = {L-2}/{N-1)= (15.75R-2)/ (2-1)= 72 in
USE 112~ ANCHOR BOLTS @ 72" 0.6
ANCHOR BOLTS TO BE A MIN, OF 4* AND A MAX, OF 1%.0" FROM CORNERS
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 2045 lbs
#5/8" ANCHOR BOLTS = VIZ= 2047 bs f 4488 tbs = 2 BOLTS
BOLT SPACING = (L-2)/ (N=1)= (ISTER -2} (2-1) = 72in
USE 5/8 ARCHOR BOLTS @ 72" 0,6
ANCHOR BOLTS TGO BE A MIN. OF 4" AND A MAX. OF 46" FROM CORNERS
OR, CONNESTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 2048 {hs
CHECK SHEATHING TO RIMBAND CONNECTION:
UNLT SHEAR CHECK:
SHEAR FORGE (V)= Runar =
ELxCy
FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #1: V= 1114 1ba = 13 pit
9.42 x 0.665
FIRST FLOUR SIDEWALL #2: V= 1414 ths 3 174 pir
5,04 % 0,539
MAXIMUM FIRST FLODR SIDEWALL UNIT SHEAR = 178 pIf

CHECHK # Bd NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING GONNECTION:

ad COMMOR NAIL (FACE NAILED), 716" SIDE MEMBER z= 85 Ibs
# OF B NALS PER FOOT = V_ = a7
z 85 [ / AW
#OF 8d NAILS FER FOOT = 1.89 NAILS PER FQOT
OVERALL 84 NAIL SPAGING o 124%= 124109
#OF ROWS : 1 ROW(S)
8d NAIL SPACING WITHIN EACH ROW = 1> SPACING 1°6.34ae,

USE SHEATHING GONNECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF 8d NAILS AT 6" 0.G,

DR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 179 pif
UNIT UPLIFT CHECK: (EQUAL TO UNIT SHEAR}

CHECK # 8d NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION:

8d COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED), 716" SIDE MEMBER . 2= 95 bs
# OF 8d MAILE PER FOOT = Vv _ = T2 pif
F3 95 [bs/ NAIL,
# OF 8d NAILS PER FOOT = 1.83 NALLS PER FOOT
OVERALL 8d NAIL SPACING = 12/#= 12/189=
#OFROWS 1 ROWS)
Bd NAIL SEACING WITHIN EACH ROW = 1*SPACING 17634 0.2

USE SHEATHING GORNECTION WiTH 1 ROW(S) OF 8d NAILS AT 6" 0.C,

OR CONNECTION T0 WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 179 piF

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING, PG,
5612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
. RALEIGH, NG 27615
[; 14 STORY 1 W & 029208220111 B5-CABATOE-2-DEN

6340,

6 0.C.

634 "0.C.

232
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SHEARWALL DESIGN
{per 2001 WFCM)

DEN INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
ALTERNATE SHEATHING CONNECTION FOR UNIT UPLIFT (GLUE):
va 179 pif
200 psi MINIMUM CONSTRUGTION ADHESIVE Zo 200 psi (FACE)
WIDTH OF GLUE REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION ALONG FLOOR BAND:
‘WIDTH OF GLUE STRIP REQUIRED = v _ = 19pf = 1"
Z 200 psi * 12N K
FASTEN SHEATHING TO BAND WITH 1" WIDE STRIP OF 200 pst MIKIMUM CONSTRUGTION AOHESIVE
COMBINED CORNER HOLDDOWN REQUIREMENTS
UPLIFT FORCES: (SEE ABOVE FOR CALCULATIONS)
15t FLOOR ENDWALL #1 UPLIFT FORGE (Ug,) = 1443 lbs
15t FLOOR ENDWALL #2 UPLIFT FORCE (Ug( & 1014 [bs
1st FLOOR, SIDEWALL #1 UPLIFT FORGE (UgJ = 1601 Ihs
15t FLOOR SIDEWALL #2 UPLIFT FORCE (Ugy) = 16810 ths
DEAD LOADS:;
FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (W) = 21.83 A {MAX: 4~ CEILING HEIGHT)
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (L,) = 15,75 fLIMAX: 4 * CEILING HEIGHT)
FIRST FLOCR HEIGHT (H)) = aft |
ROOF & CEILING ASSEMBLY DEAD LOAD (RDL) = 15 psf
WALL DEAD LOAD {WDL) = 12 psf
FLOOR DEAD LOAD (FDL)= 10 pef
SIDEWALL FIRST FLOOR CORNER:
ROOF DEADLOAD = 06" ROL*W,"L,/B=
ROCF DEAD LOAD = 0.6 1§5ps(*21.83fA* 15.75¢t/ A 367 lbs
WALL DEAD LOAD = 0.6* (WDL*H, "L, /2)=
WALL DEAD LOAD = D6*12psf*9ft* 15,750 /2= 510 ibs
15l FLOOR DEAULOAD = 0.6°FOL*W,* L /A=
1st FLOOR DEAD LOAD = 0,6~ 10psf"21.83 A" 15.75f1/8= 258 Jbs
. TOTAL DEAD LCAD = 510 Ibs 4 367 Ibs+ 258 [bs = 1455 lbs
GORMNER STUD CONNECTION LOAD = MAX WALL UPLIFT - SELF WEIGHT
1610 1bs - 1155 1bs = 455 Ibs
ENDWALL FIRST FLOOR CORNER:
WALL DEAD LOAD = 0.6 * (WDL " H, * W, /2)=
WALL DEAD LOAD = 0,6*12o5{*Dft* 21.83 ft/ 2 708 Ibs
GABLE WALL DEAD LOAD = 0.6 * {WOL *{H 12y wizy=
GABLE WALL DEAD LOAD = 08+ 12psi* (j8/12)* [21.83 12} 12)* {2asn) 2. 322 bz
TOTAL DEAD LOAD = 70813 +322 by = 1030 Ibs
CORNER $TUD CONKECTION LOAD = MAX WALL UPLIFT - SELF WEIGHT
1443 lbs~- 1030 Ibs = 413 bs
FIRST FLOOR HOLDDOWNS
UPLIFT FORCE = 1640 Ihs (MAX. OF FIRST FLGOR UPLIFT FORCES)
FIRST FLOCR DEAD LOAD (DL,) = 1155 tbs + 1030 Jbs = 2185 by
HOLDDOWN FORCE = 1640 [bs-21851bsa @ Ibs
NG FHYSICAL HOLDDAOWN REQUIRED
FIRST FLOOR CORNER STUD CONNECTION
0.162° x 3.5 COMMOCHN NAIL {FACE NAILED} Z= 191 Ibs
MAX CORNER STUD CONNECTION LOAD &= 455 ks
NAIL SPACING (2 ROWS)= 2*H*Z =2*8"19hs= B inoe,
u 455 ths (16" MAX)
# OF 1/4" D1A, LAG SCREW REQUIRED = 13 = 4550hs a 5 LAG SCREWS
z 224 Ibs (6 MIN)
FASTEN CORNER STUDS 2 ROWS OF 16d COMMON NAILS @ 16" ON CENTER
. OR USE (6) 14" DIA, LAG SCREWS
. PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C,
6612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, RC 27615 Page 14 of {4
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INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
({per 2001 WFCM)

BUILDING INFORMATION:

JOB NUMBER = 410376
PLAN NAME ] NUMBER = C-484709-2
FIRST FLOOR WIDTH {\N\) a 48,08 ft
SECOND FLOOR WIDTH (Wy)= 48,08 1t
FIRST FLOORLENGTH (Ly) = 4267 ft
SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (L) = 4267 &
. RODF SPAN = ' 47 &
TRUSS SPACING {TOC)= 24 In
STUD SPACING (80C) = 24
WIND SPEED (V35) = 50 mph
EXPOSURE FACTOR = c
MEAN RQOF HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (CMRH) = 1330
NALL HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR FLOORS (CWH} = Hig= 1425
WALL HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR ROOF (CWH) = Hig= 1063

SHEARWALL SUMMARY:

FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #1{: 7/16* OSB EXTERIOR (ELOCKED) wf 1/2* GWB INTERICR
LIBRARY { LIVING WITH 8d COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 3 EDGE

FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #2: 7/16° O5B EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) wf 1/2* GWB INTERIOR, DOUELE STUDS
FAMILY / DINING WiTH 3d COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 2* EDGE

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #1: TME" 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) wf 4/2" GWB INTERIOR
SUN ROOM I FAWILY WITH Bd COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 4" EDGE

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #2: 7/16" 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) wf 1/2" GWB INTERIOR
LIVING ] DINING WiITH Bd COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 4" EDGE

SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL #1: 7/16 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) wi 1/2" GWB INTERIOR
BECROOMS #3 &#4 WITH 6d COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 6*EDGE

SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL #2: THE" 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) w/ 112" GWB INTERIOR
BEDRQOMS #1 & #2 WITH 8d COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 6" EDGE

SECOND FLOOR SIDEWALL #1: 716" 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) wf 1/2° GWE INTERIOR
BEDROOMS #1 & #4 WITH Bd COMMON NAILE SPACED AT 8" EDGE

SECOND FLOOR SIDEWALLE #2: 7/16" 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) w! 1/2° GWS INTERIOR
. EEDROOMS 2 & #3 WITH 8d COMMON NAILS SPACED AT 6" EDGE

. PREPARED BY:
I . DARLOW ENGINEERING. F.C.
ok 6512 SIX FORKS RU, SUITE 104

RALEIGH, NG 27615 Page 10f23
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WFCM)
ROOF SHEATHING: 716" 0SB {UN-BLOCKED) w! BA NARLING @ &*H2*
CEILING SHEATHING: 122° GWR (UN-BLOCKED) w! FASTENERS @ 77"
FLOOR SHEATHING: 19/32" MIN. OSB (UN-BLOCKED) w/ 6d HAILING @ 6712
SHEATHING SUCTION FASTENING: FOR ROOF ZONE 1; USE 131" % 2.5 COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED)AT 12 In o.c.
FOR ROOF ZONE 2: USE 0,131" x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (FAGE NAILED) AT 10 o.c.
FOR ROOF ZONE 3 (CORNER): USE 0,131"x 25" COMMON NAIL {FACE NAILED) AT Bin o,
FOR ROOF ZONE 30H (CORNER OVERHANG): USE 0,134" x 2.5° COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) AT B fn 0.5
FOR WALL ZONE 4: USE 0.131" x 2.5 COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED} AT 61 o.c,
FOR WALL ZONE 5: USE 0.131* x 2.5 COMMON NAIL [FACE NAILED) AT § n o.c.
EDGE DIMENSION, Z= 5f
CONNECTION SUMMARY: CONNECTIONS TO BE AS SPECIFIED OR EGUIVALENT
UPLIFT CONNEGTIONS

REQUIRED TRUSS TIE DOWN: USE A SIMPSON H10 BEACH TRUSS

OR USE {§] 0.131"x 3.25" ENDNAILS (TRUSS TO BAND) & {3) #8 % 4.5° TOE-SCREWS (TRUSS TO PLATE)
* OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE OF 551 ths

2nd FLOOR STUD TO TOP PLATE / CEILING BANO: USE A 1.5" 22 ga. STRAP EAGH STUD WITH (5) Bd NAIL(S} EAGH END
OR WITH (12] 46 ga. STAFLE(S) EACH END
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE OF 551 Ibs

#nd FLOOR STUGTO FLOOR BAND: USE A 1.5 x22 ga, STRAP EACH STUD WITH (5) BS NAILIS) EACH END
OR WITH (42} 16 ga, STAPLE{S) EACH END
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIET EORCE OF 429 jbs

2id FLOOR BAND TO 131 CEILING RAND: USE A 4.5 x 22 ga. STRAP EACH STUD WITH (5) B NAIL(S) EACH ENO
OR WITH {12} 18 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END
GR GONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE OF 424 Ibs

18I FLGOR STUD TO CEILING BAND: USE A 1.5" x 22 ga. STRAP EACH STUD WITH (5) 8d NAIL{S) EACH END
OR WTH (12) 16 ga, STAFLE(S) EACH END
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE QF 342 las

$#1FLODR STUDTO FLOOR BANO: USE A 16" x 22 ga., STRAP EACH STUD WITH (5) 8d NAIL{S) BACH END
OR WITH (12) 16 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH ENO
OR CONNECTION TG WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE OF 213 [bs ‘

FLOOR BAND O SILL PLATE CONNEGTION: USE A 1.5" X 28 ga, STRAP WITH (3} Bd NAIL(S) EACH END
OR WITH (4) 16 ga, STAPLE(S) EACH END
WRAPPED AROUND THE SILL PLATE AT EACH ANCHOR BOLT LOGATION
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIET FORGE OF 158 lhs

LATERAL CONNEGTIONS

TRUSE TQ TOP PLATE CONNECTION: USE (0) 0,131" x 2.5" COMMON NAIL {TCENAILED) PER TRYSS
IF {5) £.131° x 3.25" ENDNALS (TRUSS Y0 BAND} & (3) #B x 4.6° TOE-SCREWS (YRUSS TQ PLLATE) TRUSS CONNECTION |9 USED, ADDVE CONNECTICN MAY BE QMITTED

PLATE T PLATE CONNECTION: ATTAGH WITH 0.1317x 2.5" COMMON NAIL {FACE NAILED) AT 11" ON CENTER
PLATE TO STUD CONNECTION: USE (2) 0.162" x 3.5 COMMON NAIL (ENDNAILED) FER STUD
BOTTOM PLATE TO FLOOR CONNECTION: ATTAGH WITH 0.131" x 2.5" COMMON NAIL {FACE NAILED) AT $4* ON CENTER

TOP PLATE SPLICES

TOP FLAYE SPLICES SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 1 & w/ (2) ROWS 16d {0.162" x 3.5 COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED)}3" 0.0
OR AMINIMUM OF 3 ftwf (2) ROWS 15d (0.162" % 3.5 COMMON NAIL {FACE NAILED)) 12" 0.0

HORIZONTAL FLOGR DIAFHRAGM CONTINUITY

SECOND FLQOR _
MODULE TO MODULE CONNECTION AT FLOOR RIMBAND: {ALONG MATE LINE)
USE AMIN. OF (5) 12" DIATHRY BOLTS

MOBULE TO MODULE CONNECTION AT FLOOR RIMBAND: (AT ENDWALLS)
USE A 15" % 20 ga. STRAP WITH ) 84 NAIL(S) EACH END

OR WITH (18} 16 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END

TO ATTACH MODULE TQ MODULE AT EACH ENDWALL

OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A TENSILE FORCE OF 854 hs

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
6612 SEX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NC 27615
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE
{per 2001 WFCM)

FIRST FLOOR
MODULE TO MODULE CONNECTION AT FLOOR RIMBAND: (ALONG MATE LINE)
USE A MIN, OF (5) 142" DIA.THRU BOLTS

MODULE TO MODULE CONNECTION AT FLODR RIMBAND: (AT ENDWALLS)
USE A 1.6* x 22 ga. STRAP WITH (6) 84 NAIL(E) EACH END

QR WITH (i4) 16 ga. STAPLE([S) EACH END

TO ATTACH MODULE TO MCDULE AT EACH ENDWALL

OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A TENSILE FORCE OF 54D [bs

SHEAR CONNECTIONS

SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL
UNT SHEAR SHEATHING TO FLOOR BAND: USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH £ ROW(S) OF 84 NAILS AT 3" 0.C.
(AND SHEATHING TO TRLISS BOTTOM CHORD) OR CONNEGTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 318 plf

UNIT UPLIFT SHEATHING TO FLODR BAND; SE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF Bd NAILS AT3% 0.G,
OR CONNECTION TOWITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 218 pif
ALTERNATE: FASTEN SHEATHING YO BAND WITH 1* WIDE STRIP OF 200 psl MINIMUM CONSYRUCTICN ADHESIVE

TRUSS BOTTCM CHORD TO TOP PLATE CONNECTION; USE 0.162 x 3,5 COMMDN NAIL (TOENAILED) @ 12° ON CENTER
OR USE {1) SIMPSOHN LTP4 FLATE @ 46" ON CENTER
’ OR GONNECTION TOWITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 4353 [bs

RIMBANDS TO BOTTOM / BEARING | TOP PLATE CONNECTION: USE 8462 x 35" COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED]) AT 6° ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSONLTP4 PLATE @ 24* ON CENTER
OR CONNEGTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 8200 1hs

BEARING PLATE TO CEILING BAND CONNECTION: USE $.162" % 3,5" GOMMON NAHL [FACE NAILED) @ 8" ON CENTER
OR USE {1) SIMPSON LTP4 FLATE (@ 24" ON GENTER,
OR CONNECTION To WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF £300Tbs

SECOND FLOOR SIDEWALL
UNIT SHEAR SHEATHING TO FLOOR BAND: USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WiTH 1 ROW(S) OF 8d NAILS AT 3 0.C.
©R CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEEAR FORCE OF 306 pif

UNIT UPLIFT SHEATHING TO FLOOR, BAND; USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW{S) OF 8d NAILS AT 3" O.C.
OR CONNECTION Yo WIVHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 308 p¥
ALTERMATE; FASTEN SHEATHING TQ BAND WITH 1* WIDE STRIP OF 200 ps| MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE

RIMBANDS TO BOTTQM, BEARING & TOP PLATE CONNECTION: USE 0,{82" % 2.5" COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) @ 10" ON GENYER
OR USE (1) SIMPSCON LTP4 PLATE @ 37" N CENTER
OR CONNECTIOR TQ WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 7935 [ha

BEARING FLATE TO CELING BAND CONNECTION: USE®.162" % 3.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) @ 42" ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 37" ON CENYER
OR CONNEGTION 70 WiTHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 7535 lbs

FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL
UNIT SHEAR SHEATHING TO FLOOR BAND: USE SHEATHING GONNECTION WITH 2 ROW(S) OF Bd NAILS AT 3* 0.C,
COR CONNECTION To WIVHSTANI A SHEAR FORCE OF €04 plf

UNIT UPLIFT SHEATHIRG TO FLOOR BAND: USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 2 ROW(S) OF 8d MAILS AT 3 O.C,
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FDRCE OF 604 pIf
ALTERNATE: FASTEN SKEATHING TO BEAND WITH 1* WIDE STRIP OF 200 pst MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE

RIMBAND TO SILL PLATE CONNECTIDON: U'SE 0.162" x3.5" COMMON NAITL (TOENAILED) @ 4" ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LYP4 PLATE @& 16" ON CENTER
OR GONNECTION T WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 11264 Ibs
&I, PLATE TO FQLINDATION CONNECTION: USE 1/2" ANCHOR BOLTS @ 25° 0.C
" DR USE /2" ANCHOR BOLTS @ 41" 0.C
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 11261 lhs

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL
UNIT 8HEAR SHEATHING 7O FLOGOR BAND; USE SHEATHING GONNECTION WATH 1 ROW(S) OF 8d NAILS AT 2" O.C.
‘OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORGE OF 504 plf

UMT UPLSFT SHEATHING TO FLOOR BAND: USE $HEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF Bd NAILS AT 2* 0.C.
OR CONNECTICN TO WITHSTANG A SHEAR FQRCE OF 508 pif
ALTERNATE: FASTEN SHEATHING TO BAND WITH 1* WIDE STRIP OF 200 psl MINSMLM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE

RIMBAND TO SILL PLATE CONNEGTION: USE 0.162"x2.5° GOMMON NALL (TOENAILED) @ 7" ON GENTER
ORUSE{1) SIWMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 28" ON CENTER
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 10207 Ibs

St PLATE TO FQLINDATION CONNECTION: USE 1!2L‘AN_OI-|0REDL'[S @54 oc
QR USE /8" ANCHOR BOLTS @ 72°0.C
UR CONNECTION TQ WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 10207 lbs

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
6612 51X FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NG 27615
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WECM)

HOLDDOWN CONNECTIONS

]

T T T Y T HT TR T BT T B T T YT ot Tty e g —
NOTE: OVERTURNING UPLIFT HOLDDOWNS HAVE BEEN INDIVIDUALLY CALCULATED FOR SOME STRUCTURE GORNERS
SEE PAGE 3 OF THE HAND CALCS FOR THESE VALUES & CONNECTIONS, WHICH TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER THOSE LISTED BELOW

SECOND FLESOR CORNER HOLDDOWN: NO PHYSICAL HOLRDOWN REQUIRED

SECOND FLODR CORNER STUD CONNECTICN: FASTEN CORNER STUDS 2 ROWS OF 16d COMMON NAKS @ 16" ON CENTER
OR USE () 1/4" DA, LAG SCREWS

FIRST FLOOR CORNER HOLDDOWN: USE A SIMPSDN STHD1GRI AT EACH BUILDING CORNER OR EQUAL
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UFLIFT FORCE OF 2723 Ios

FIRST FLOOR CORNER STUD CONNECTICN: FASTEN CORNER STUDS 2 ROWS OF 16d COMMDN NAILS @ 7* ON CENTER
OR USE (26) 1/4" DIA. LAG SCREWS

APPLICABILITY LIMITATIONS:

MEAN RODF HEIGHT (MRH) = 2597 #
NUMBER OF $TORIES = 2
FIRST FLOOR WICTH (W} = 48.08 ft
SECOND FLOOR WIBTH (W2} = 18.08 ft
FIRST FLODR LENGTH (L) = 4267t
SECOND FLOOR LENGTH {t;) = 4267 /t
BUILDING ASFECT RATIO (LW) = 0.08
FLOORJOIST BEPTH = 925 In
MAX, VERTICAL FLOOR OFFSET = o
FLODR ASPEGT RATIO (L) = 0.9
MAX. FLOOR DIAPHRAGNM OFENING WIDTH = 1125 %
MAX. FLOUR DIAFHRAGM OFENING LENGTH = 41
FIRST FLODR HEIGHT (H;} = sft
SECOND FLOOR HEIGHT {Hy) = ast
CEILING ASPECT RATIO (LW) = 0.69
MIN, SHEARWALL SEGMENT {H/ 3.5) = 243 ft
ROOF PITCH = amz

DESIGN MEETS LIMITATIONS OF THE WFCM METHODOLOGY

CONNECTION INFORMATION:

TRUSSE TO PLATE CONNECTORS
UPLIFT STRENGTH: SHEAR 5TRENGTH:
SIMPSONH2.5 U= 365 Ibs Fy= 130 Ibs
SIMPSON H2.5A U= 480 Ibs F= 110 Ibs
SIMPSON Hi0 U= 850 lbs Fi= 235 (b
(5) 0.131" % .25 ENDNAILE (TRUSS TO BAND) 8 {2} #8 x 4.5" TOE-SCREWS (TRUSS TO PLATE) u= 834 Iy
Fo= 486 Ibs
200 psi MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE z= 100 gsl {END-GRAIN)
200 ps] MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE z= 200 psl (FACE)
FLAT STRAFS FASTENERS: 8d NAILL 16 ga. STAPLE
1.5" % 2§ ga, STRAP = i 485 lbs Z= 6.7 49.89 bs
1.5% x 22 ga. STRAP Z= 810 Ibs z= 1272 486 Ibs
1.5% % 20 ga. STRAP = 973 Ibs Z= 127.3 483 1bs
(2}1.5" % 22 ga. STRAP z= 1620 Ibe zZ= 129.4 484 by
{2) 1.6 x 20 ga, STRAP " 1946 Ibs zZ= 1314 46 Tbs
HOLDDOWNS w/ 1 $12° EDGE DISTANGE
WINIMUM 8" STEWM WALL
ASSUME 3000 psi Fe CONCRETE
SIMPSON LSTHDBRY = 1950 lbs
SIMPSON STHO10RY 2= 2230 Ibs
SIMPSON STHOA4RY z= 4430 [bs
(2] SIMPSON STHD14R) z= 8860 Ibs
4/2* DlA, THRU BOLT 2= 823 Ibs
12" ANCHOR BOLT Z= 1056 s
58" ANCHOR BOLT = 1488 Ibs
14" DIA, LAG SCREW = 224 Ibs
0.131"x 2.6* COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) Z= 100 lbs
0.131% % 2.5" COMMDN NAIL {TOENAILES) z= 63 Ihs
0.431* x 2.5" COMMON NAIL (ENDNAILEGD) zZ= 67 Ibs
0.162* x 3.57 COMMON NAIL {TOENAILED) z= 158 lbs
0.162" % 3.5" COMMON NAL (FACE NAILED) Z= 191 Ibs
PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.C,
6612 SiX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NG 27615
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE
{per 2001 WFCM)

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
0.162" x 35" COMMON NAIL [ENDNAILET) - 128 Ibs
bd COMMGN NAIL (FACE NAILED), 7/46" SIDE MEMBER = 88 s
6.131% x 2.57 COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) = 68 ibs (WITHDRAWAL)
{i) SIMFSON LTP4 PLATE Z= 575 pif
172° GWa (UN-BLOCKED) w/ FASTENERS @ 771 Z= 70 pit
746" OSR (UN-BLOCKED) wi 8d NAILING @ 612 z= 296 plf
716" 0SB (BLOCKED) w/ 8¢ NAILING @ 6*H2" z= 328 pif
19122 MIN. 0SB (UN-BLOCKED) wf 8¢ NAILING @ 6/12* Z= 303 pif
19/32° MIN. 058 (BLOCKED) wf 8d NAILING @ 6"/{2* Z= 347 pif
7HE! OSB (BLOCKED) wi 8d NAILING @ 6%12° £4" o.c. @ PERIMETER . Z= 437 pif
18/32° 0SB (BLOCKED) wf B NAILING @ 6%12" & 4" 0., @ PERIMETER Z= 461 oif
18037 0SB [ELOGKED] wf Bd NAILING @8 AT12" 8.2 112" o.c. @ PRRIMETER, DOUBLE FRAMMNG Z= 694 pif
NOTE: SIMPSON GONNECTORS & FASTEN VALUES ASSUME SPF FRAMING MATERIAL
ANCHOR BOLT VALUES ASSUME DF/SP VALUES
DESIGN UPLIFT LOADS
ROOF & CEILING ASSEMBLY DEAD LOAD = 15 psf
WALL DEAD LOAD (WDL) = 12 psf .
FLOOR DEAD LOAD (FOL) = 10 psf
ROOE SPAN (RS)= 2917 &
TRUSS SPACING (TOC)= 240n
STUD SPACING {SOC) = 240n
FIRST FLOOR HEIGHT (M) = st
SECOND FLOOR HEIGHT {Ha) = ESTt
UPLIFT CONNECTION LOAD:
PER TABLE 2.2A, 2001 WFCM AT 24' (wup')= 255 pif
. wup = wup'* CMRH-0.6*RDL*RS /4=
wup = 258 pif* 133 - 0.6 15 psf* 20,17t 4 = | o7sler
REQLNRED TRUSS TIE BOWN:
Pup= W * TOC =
Pup3 275 pif* 240 f12=
Pyp= 551 lbs
USE A SIMPSON H10 EACH TRUSS
OR USE (5) 0.431" x 3,25 ENDNAILS (TRUSS TO BAND) & (3} #8 x 4.5 TOE-SCREWS (TRUSS TO PLAYE)
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIET FORCE OF 551 Ibs
REQUIRED SIDEWALL STUD TIE DOWN LOADING:
2nd FLODR STUD TQ TOP PLATE { GEILING BAND; PopS Wy * SOC= 25 2412= 551 Ibs
2nd FLOOR STUD TO-FLOCR BAND; Pap= Pap- 0E*WDL *Hy* S0C=
Py 551 1b3-D.6* 12 psf* BSN* 24 In/ 12 429 Ibs
2nd FLOOR BAND TQ {st CEILING BAND: Pate= Pan 2 429 ths
1s1 FLOOR STUD TO CEILING BAND; Pin= Pan- 06 *FDL*“Wo/4* SOC =
Py = 4291bs-D6 10 pst* 48007424 Inf12=
Py = 342 ths
1st FLOOR STUD TO FLOOR BAND; Pin = Py - 06 *WOL “H, *SOC=
. Prs= 3421b5-0.6* 12 psf* 9t 24 Inf12= 13 bs
CHECK FASTENERS: 8d NAIL Zo 1272 hs
551 1bs/127.2bs / FASTENER = 4.33 FASTENERS
USE (5} Bd NAIL(S] EACH END
16 ga, STAPLE Z= 45,6 Tbs
551 Ibs { 48.5 ths / FASTENER = 11.34 FASTENERS

USE (12) 16 ga, STAPLE(S) EACH END

USE A 4.5" x 22 ga. STRAP EACH STUD WITH (5} 8d NAIL{S) EACH END
OR WITH {12} 16 ga. STAPLE{S) EACH END
DR GONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE OF 551 ibs

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
6612 51X FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NC 27615
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

MAIN HOUSE

(per 2001 WFCM)
<
{
SIDEWALE st FLOOR BAND TO SILL PLATE CONNECTION:
SIDEWALL UPLIFT AY $SILL PLATE: Wep = Py / SOC-06*FOL* Wyid=
Wi =215 [bs*12/24In-0.6 1D psf* 48061t/ 4 =
Wap = 385 pif
CHEGK STRAP AT ANCHOR BOLT LOCATIONS:
112" ANCHOR BOLT SPACING (BOC) = 54 in,
! Pep= Wp* BOC= 35 pIf* 54 = 1SB s
CHECK FASTENERS: Bd NAIL Ze 76.7 Ibs
. 156 ths 176.7 Ihs / FASTENER = 2,05 FASTENERS
USE (3) 8d NAIL(S) EACH END

. 16 ga. STAPLE Z= 499 |bs

CHECK BENDING IN RIMBAND:

158 tbs £49.9 Ibs # FASTENER =

3.16 FASTENERS
USE {4} 16 ga. STAPLE{S) EAGH END

USE A 1.5" x 26 ga. STRAP WITH {3) 84 NAIL{S] EACH END

ORWITH (4) 16 ga, STAPLE[S) EACH END
WRAPPED ARQUND THE SILL PLATE AT EACH ANCHOR BOLT LOCATION
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSYAND AN UPLIFY FORGE OF 158 Ibs

DHL. 2410 SPF #2 RIMEAND DESIGN VALUES:

SECTION MODULUS {5) =
ALLOWABLE BENDING (fb) =

Missxe =

M= 35 plf * (54 H12)42 =

APPLIED b =

ALLOWABLE BENDING {b) =

B75 ps)

5

=

427a In®
975 psl
W, *BOC? =
1063 In-lhs
Mury, =_ 4063 Indbs= %5 pi
4278103

APPLIED b= 26 psi

DBL. 2x10 SPF#2 RIMBAND 15 0K

LATERAL LOAD AT ROOF/CEILING OIAPHRAGM

ROOF SPAN =
ROOF PITCH =

WIND PERPENDICULAR TO RIDGE:

ER TABLE 2.5A, 2001 WFCM AT 29.17' (wh-per)=

144 pif

whper = wl-per * CMRH * CWH =
whper= 144 pif*1.33* 1,063 =

WINDR PARALLEL TO RIDGE:

PERP-TO-RIDGE LOADNG USED FOR ROTH ORTHOGONAL DIRECTIONS:

LATERAL LOAD AT FLOOR DIAPHRAGM

WIND PERPENDICULAR TO RIDGE:

PER TABLE 2.5A, 2001 WFCM Fllper'=

128 plf

FU-per= FLl-per * CMRH* CWH =
Flbper= 123 plf* 1.33*1.126=

WIND PARALLEL TO RIDGE:

PERTABLE 2.5B, 2001 WFCHK Fll-para'=

B4 pif

FLlpara= Fll-para'* CMRH*CWH=
Fllpara= 84 plf* 133 +1,425=

P 14 STORY ALLZODTWFEM & A

2097 ft
9Nz
pit

=
=

B
=

]
=

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.C.
6612 SIX FORKS RO, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NG 2T&15

11-1B5-CAB4TAI 2-MAIN HOUSE

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS

236
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE
{per 2001 WFCM)

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
LATERAL FRAMING CONNECTION LOADS FROM WIND:
(FOR ROOF-TQ-PLATE, PLATE-TO-FLATE, FLATE-TO-STUD, AND PLATE-TO-FLOOR)
PER TABLE 2.1, 2001 WFCM wiwall' = 82 pif
whwall = Wi-wall' * CMRH =
whwal = B2pif* 133 =
TRUSS MULTIPLIER = 2
STUD MULTIPLIER = 2
TRUSS TO TOP PLATE CONNECTION:
Po = Whwar * Mgy = 08 pifr2= 217 Ibs
TRUSS CONNECTION: SIMPSON H10 Faw 235 |bs
Pe=P-Fa=
Pe=217Ibs-235 s
P =18 by
# OF 0.131" x 2.5 COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) REQUIRED = Pp = “Blbs = A NAILS
' Z &3 |bs
USE (0] 0.131" x 2.5* COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) PER TRUSS
¥ {5) 0.131" % 0.25” ENONAILS {TRUSS TO BAND) & {3} B x 45" (TRUSS TOFLATE) USED, ABOVE HAY BE OMITTED
M PLATE TQ PLATE CONNECTION:
SPAGING OF 0.131% x 25" COMMON NAIL {(FACE NAILED) = Z*12 = j00lba*1z= 11 iInO.C.
Wi 108 pif (167 iz}
ATTACH WITH 131" x 2,5" COMMDN NAIL {FACE NAILED) AT 11" ON CENTER
PLATETO STUD CONNECTION:
Po = W " Mig= 108 plf* 2= 217 tbs
#OF 0,162 % 3,5" COMMON NAIL (ENDNAEED) REQUIRED = Pe a 217hs = 2 NAILS
Zz 128 (bs
" USE {2) 0.162" x 3,5" COMMON NAIL (ENDNAILED) PER STUR
BOTTOM PLATE YO FLOOR CONNECTION:
SPACING QF 0.131" x 2.5" CONMON NAIL {FACE NAILED) = Z*12 = 100tbs* 1z 11 in0.C.
Wit 408 plf (16" max}
ATTACH WITH 01317 % 2.5* COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) AT 14* ON CENTER
TOP PLATE SPLICE LENGTH
STRUCTURE WIDTH (W) = 48.08 #t
STRUCTURE LENGTH (L)= 4267 &
0.162" % 3.57 COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED} Z= 191 Ibs
ROCF DIAPHRAGM LOADING {wi-per) = 204 pif
FLOCR DIAPHRAGM LOADING {FLI-per) = 183 pif
ROOF MAPHRAGM LOADING CONTROLS
CONTROLLING LOADING: 204 pif
DIAPHRAGM CHORD FORCE= T= wkoer* 2 = 204 pli T 42,67 fAz= 9EB by
arw 8*48.08ft
REQUIRED SPLICE LENGTH {wf (2) 16d 3" 0. T*3" [ 12"/ ft = ' 968 [hg * 3°1 12* [ fi= 1%
24z 2%191 s/ NAIL
REQUIRED SPLICELENGTH {(w/ (2) 16d 12% el T* 12 427 I &t = 966 (s * 12"/ 42 1 &= 3t
2*Z 2*191 Ibs ! NAIL

TOP PLATE SPLICES SHALL BE A MINDAUM OF 1 ft wi (2) ROWS 16d (0.162™ x 3.5" COMMDN NAIL {FACE NAILED}} 3" o.e
OR A MINIMUK OF % {t w (2) ROWS 16d [0.162" x 3.5* COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED)) 12" 0.0

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
6612 $1X FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NG 27615

A4 STORY 5 LI00TWFEH, & ASCE-7-05 1951 CABAT09-2-MAI HOUSE
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE

A INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2601 WFCM)
ROOF DIAPHRAGM SHEATHING REQUIREMENTS
ROOF SPAN (RS} = 2897 ft
ROOF LENGTH (RL) = 4267 &
ROOF PITCH = 812
ROOF ANGLE {RA} = LT
Wisee = 204 pif
STANDARD ROOF SHEATHING = /16" 5% (UN-ELOCKED) w/ 84 NALING @ 612"
ROOF SHEATHING SHEAR CAPACITY {v)) = 296 pf
STANDARD CEILING SHEATHING = 142" GWB (UN-BLOCKED) w/ FASTENERS @ 717"
CEILING SHEATHING SHEAR CAPACITY {v.) = 70 pif
MAX DIAPHRAGM SHEAR (W)= L * Wlau!/2= 42678204 pi2 160 ptf
RS 2BATR
NET DIAPHRAGM SHEAR CAPACITY {9} = ve + v, = 28817 + 70 plf = 366 pir
DIAPHRAGM SHEAR CAPACITY Py STANDARD ROOFICEILING DIAPHRAGM
REQUIRED = 150 pif GAPACITY = 366 pif
STANDARD ROOF/CEILING DIAPHRAGM OK
FLOOR DIAPHRAGM SHEATHING REQUIREMENTS
BUILDING WIDTH (W} = 4B 1t
BUILDING LENGTH (L}= 4267 %
Fup= 125 pif
STANDARD FLOOR SHEATHING = 19/32" MIN. 0SB (UN-BLOCKED) wf 8d NAILING @ 6*42"
FLOOR DIAPHRAGM SHEAR CAPACITY {v = 303 pif
MAX FLOOR DIAPHRAGM SHEAR (v)= L* Flby /2= 42678 185pl/ 2= B3 pif
w 4B.03 ft
DIAPHRAGM SHEAR CAPACITY < STANDARD ROOFICEILING DIAPHRAGM
REQUIRED = 83 plf CAPACITY = 300 pif
STANDARD FLOOR DIAPHRAGM DK
SHEATHING SUCTION CONNECTIGN (PER 2001 WFCM, TABLE 2.4, pp. 69)
TRUSS SPACING (Tac) = 2hnos.
STUD SPACING (S0C) = #inog,
0.431" % 2.5° GOMMON NAIL (FAGE NAILED) 63 Ibs (118" SIDE MEMBER; WITHDRAWAL)
z= st
MEAN ROQF HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FAGTOR (CMRH) = 1330
FOR ROOF ZONE 1 (FIELD): p'= 15 psf
p=p'* CMRH
p=15psi*133
p= 19.85 psf
TRUSS LOADING = 1985 psf x 247 0.0,/ 12/t = 40 pif
40 piF = 0.8 FASTENERS /= Mo,
69 Ibs I FASTENER MAXALLOWABLE SPRONG[__— 1ajno.c.

USE 0.131" x 2.5" COMMON NAIL {FACE NALLED) AT 12 Inn.c.

PREPARED BY: e
. BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C. ’ W 7
8612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE {e4
RALEIGH, NC 27615 i Page 8 of 23
PAIOTRS: 1-4 STORY: 1-200TWFCM & ASCE-T-05-023202c2011. 18 6-C48470¢-2-MAIN HoUsE : .
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WFGM)
FOR ROOF ZONE 2 (EDGE): = 23,0 psf
pe pY GMRH
p=289psf*1.33
p= 38.44 psf
TRUSS LOADING = 38.44 psfx 24" 0.0,/ 12" = 77 pif
77 pif = 1.2 FASTENERS /R = 1010 0.C.
59 Ibs/ FASTENER MAXALLOWABLESPAGING:. __ 12Jnoc.
USE 0.131% x 2.5* COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED} AT 10 in D,
FOR RODE ZONE 3 (CORNER): p'= 7.8 pst
p=p'* CMRH
p=37.Bpsf*1.33
p= 50.28 psf
TRUSSLOADING = 50.28 psfx 24” 0.0. 12"/t = 10t pif
101 pif = 1.5 FASTENERS / ft =
69 Ibs  FASTENER

FOR ROQF ZONE 30H (CORNER OVERHANG):

80 0C.
Max aLowaeLe spacme Talnog.

USE 0.131" x 2.5" COMMOMN NAIL (FACE NAIWLED} AT B I a.c,

B=

pep'* CGNRH
p=47psf*1.33
p=

47 pst

652.51 psf

TRUSS LOADING = 62,51 psfx 24" 0.0,/ 12* [ ft=

125 pif
69 lbs / FASTENER

125 pif

1.8 FASTENERS /ft= _ €10,
MAXALLOWABLE SPACING:]  1zlmoc.

LSE 0:431" x 2.5 COMMODN NAIL. (FACE NAILED) AT 6 in [-N-N

FOR WALL ZONE 4 (FIELD): p= 6.2 psf
p=p'"CMRH
p=16.2psf*1.33
p= 21.55 psf
STUDLOADING = 21.55 psf x 24* 0.0, 112"t = 4apl
43pif - - 0.7 FASTENERS 1 = 7o,
69 the FASTENER MAXALLOWABLESPACING:]__ En o,
USE 0.431" x 2.5" COMMON NAIE (FACE NAILED) AT € in 0.,
FOR WALL ZONE 5 (EDGE): = 204 psf
p=p' ™ CMRH
P=20.1psf* 133
p= 26.74 pst
STUD LOADING = 26.74 psf % 24° 6.t £ 124 1L 53 i
53 pif u : 0.8 FASTENERS / R=
9 Ibs | FASTENER

L

RALEIGH, NC 27615
FA20IN103TEIS hearale\UNTVER SAL-1-4 STORY SHEARWALL-200 TWFLM & ASCET-05-02320 2020 14-1BS-C4B4705- 2 MAIR HOUSE

15 10 0.C.
MAX ALLOWASLE SPACING:[_ glinoc

USE 0.131" x 2.5 COMMON NAIL [FACE NAILED) AT €in o.c.

" PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
B512 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104

Page 9 of 23
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

MAEN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WFCM) :
/
] -
i
SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL # SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS
BEDROOMS #3 & #4
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (W) = 4808 ft
SECOND FLOUR LENGTH (Wa) = 48.08 ft
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (Ly) = 4267 #t
N SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (L) = 4287 ft
SHEARWALL TYPE: TI6" G5B EXTERIOR (BLOCKED] wf 142 GWB INTERIOR
SHEATHING EDGE Bd MAIL SPACING = 6§ In O.C, (84 NAILS OR EQUIVALENT)
SHEARWALL STRENGTH (v} = 84 pif
MIN. SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = 241t
FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED {ZL) = 1847 #
2nd FL. PERGENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING= 66 %
2nd FL. MAX. UNRESTRAINED OFENING HEIGHT = 610 ft
SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (C,} = 0.746 (TABLE 2305,37.2, JBC)
2nd FL. NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS (Mg} = 2
. ADCITIONAL WALL LOAD = 0 lbs
SHEARWALL REACTION {Rensg) = Lz * Wipee/ Neng + ADDITIONAL=
Ropgz= 4267 204 pIF/ 2+ O lbs = 4353 Ibs
MIN. LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (L= Ry ¥ = 4353 (bs /384 plf = 134 1t
I PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED {ENDWALLY = 1oy f Co= 1134t/ 0715 = 16.86 # |

PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING

REQUIRED = 15,86 ft <

FERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
PROVIDED = 1347 ft

ENDWALL SHEARWALLS OK
ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING TO BE BLOCKED UNO

SECOND FLOOR HORIZONTAL FLOOR DIAPHRAGM CONTINUITY:

MODULE TO MODULE CONNEGTION AT FLOOR RIMBAND: [ALONG MATE LINE)
(DEEP BEAM HORIZONTAL SHEAR)

Vim (3% B4 L= /4 * 185 pif * 42.67 R= 2951 tbs
2 2
# 1/2" DIA, THRU BOLT = Ve = 2564 Ibs = 5BOLTS
Zianayy 523 [bs
USE A MIN. OF {5) 12" DIATHRY BOLTS
TO ATTACH MODULE TO MODULE ALONG MATE LINE
MODULE TO MODULE CONNECTION AT FLOGR RIMBAND: (AT ENDWALLS)
[CHORD FORCE CONTINULTY}
T= B W = 26 plf* 48,00 ftA 2= BE4 by
Bl B4 4267 ft
CHECK FASTENERS: BANAIL zZ= 127.3 tbs
85¢1bs/127.3 s / FASTENER = 6.71 FASTENERS
USE (7) 8d NAIL[S} EACH END
16 ga. STAPLE z= 483 Ibs
BE4 Ibs /48,3 b FASTENER = 17.68 FASTENERS
USE (18} 16 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END
USE A 15" % 20 ga. STRAP WITH {7) 8d NAIL(S) EACH END
QR WITH (18] 18 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END
TO ATTACH MODULE TO MODULE AT EACH ENDWALL,
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A TENSILE FORSE OF 854 [bs
i\
PREPARED EY: P
BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.C. o}
5512 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104 )
RALEIGH, NG 27615 Page 10 of 23
PpAzo1iv = 14 STORY SHEARWALL-2001WFCM & ASCE-T-05-0232nec2011- B 564 34T08-2.MAIN HOUSE

7132011



SHEARWALL DESIGN

MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
(per 2001 WFCM)
SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL #1: UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING
FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (SL)) = 1947 &
SHEARWALE ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (o) = 0115
SHEARWALL REACTION (Rypg) = 4353 s
WALL HEIGHT (H) = 5%
UPLIFT FORGE (Ues) = RenexH =
EL4XCo
Vg = 4353 IbsxBS# = 2700 Ibs
19,17 fx0.715
SEE PAGE 23 FOR CONNECTION DESIGN
SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL #2 SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS
BEDROOMS #1 & #2
FIRST FLODR WIDTH (Wy) = 4808 &
SECOND FLOOR WID'TH (W) = 4808
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH {Ly) = 426740
SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (L) = 4267 ft
SHEARWALL TYPE: 7/i6* 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) wf 1/2* GWB INTERIOR
SHEATHING EDGE 8d NAIL SPACING = 610 O.C. (34 NAILS OR EQUIVALENT)
SHEARWALL STRENGTH (V) = 384 pif
MIN. SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = 241
FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED {EL) = arEf
2nd FL, PERCENT FULL REIGHT SHEATHING= 68 %
2nd FL. MAX. UNRESTRAINED OPENING HEIGHT = 549 ft
SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FACTOR, (C,) = 0.729 (TABLE 2305.9.7.2, 1BC)
2nd FL., NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS (N,.q) = 2
ADDITIGNAL WALL LOAD = 0 lbs
SHEARWALL REAGTION (Rengz) = Lz * Wipar/ Maoa + ADDITIONAL=
Rupgz ™ 42,67 U* 204 plf/ 2+ 0 bs = 4353 jba
MIN. LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (Ly,) = RypnfV = 4352 |bs /384 bs = 1134 &
| PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED (ENDWALL) = Lo/ Co = 11.34 it/ 0,723 = 15.85 ¢ ]
PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING < PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED =15.55 ft PROVIDED = 32.76 ft
ERDWALL SHEARWALLS OK
ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING TO BE BLOCKED UND
SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL #2: UPLIFT DUE T OVERTURNING
FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (SL) = 276
SHEARWALL ACMUSTMENT FACTOR {Co} = 0728
SHEARWALL REAGTION (Run) = 4353 Ibs
WALL HEIGHT (H) = B5ft
UPLIFT FORCE {Ug) = Rent X H =
ILxCq
Uez = 4353 Ibsx B.5# - . = 1550 Ibs
3276 fix 0729
SEE PAGE 23 FOR CONNEGTION DESIGN
SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL: SHEAR CONNECT[ONS .
EFFECTIVE SECOND FLOORWIDTH (Wg) = 2947 ft
SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (Lg}= 4267
Flipe= 485 pf
1i2* ANCHOR BOLT 2= 1056 Ibg
Ef8* ANCHOR BOLT Z= 1488 Ibs
0,162" x3.5" COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) Z= 158 Ibs
0.162" x 35" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) z= 191 ths
(1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE Z= 575 Ibs
MAXIMUM SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL SHEARLGAD = 4353 Ibs
'PREPAE\:ED BY;
-t BARLOW ENGINEERING, £.C.
6612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NC 27615 Page 11 of 23
M BASCET05

PAZ011419037EShearalcsWNIVERSAL-T-4 STORY SHEARWALY,

2NN HOUSE.

a0l



SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
(per 2001 WFCNM) '

TRUSS BOTTOM CHORD TO TOP PLATE CONNECTION:

#TOENAILS PER FOOT = VIZ/W= 4353 b5 /158 be 2917 = 0.9 NAILS It
) TCENAIL SPACING = 1218= 12/039= 12*0.C, (18" MaX)
# LTP4 PLATES PER FOOT = VIZIW= 4358 [bs /576 1bs { 20.97 ft= 0.3 PLATES I ft
LTP4 PLATE SPAGING = T 121%= 12193= 487 0.C. (72" MAX}

USE 0.162" x 3,5" COMMON NAIL (TGENAILED) @ 12" ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 46 ON GENTER
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORGE OF 4353 Ibs
RMBANDS TO BGTTOM/ BEARING J TOP PLATE CONNEGTION;

V= MAX ENDWALL SHEAR + Ly X Flypy /2=

V= 4353 1bs + 4267 ftx 185 lf 42 B30 Ibs
#TOENAILS FER FOOT = ViZjw= B300Ibs[158 Ibs #2847 = 1.8 NAILS /&
TOENAIL SPACING = 121#= 12/18= 8"0.C. (16" MAX)
#LTP4 PLATES PER FOOT = VIZ{W= 8300 ths /575 ths ! 2047 fi = 0.5 PLATES /&
LTP4 PLATE SPACING = 12/4= 1270.5= 24 0.C, {72 MAX}

USE 0.162" x 3.5" COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) AT 6" ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 24" ON CENTER
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 8300 [bs

BEARING PLATE TO CEILING BAND CONNECTION:

#FACENALS PER FOOT= VIZIW= 8300 Ibs /191 lbs) 2947 ft =
#FACENALLS FER FOOT = . .5 NAILS Tt
FACENAIL SPACING = 1214= 12/15= 8"00C.

USH 0.162" x 3.5 COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) @ 6" ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 24" ON CENTER
OR CONNEGTION 7O WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORGE OF 8300 ibs
CHECK SHEATHING TQ RIMBAND CONNECTION:

UNIT SHEAR CHECK: .

SHEAR FORCE (V)= Runsz =
ILXCo
SEGOND FLOOR ENDWALL #4: V= 4353 Ibs = 318 pf
1847 L7 0.715
SECOND FLOOR ENDWALL #2: Vs R 4353 bg = 183 pif
32.76 f* 0.729

MAXIMUM SECOND FLOQR ENDWALL UNIT SHEAR = 318 pif

CHECK # 8d NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION:

8d COMMON NAIL (FAGE NAILED), /16" SIDE MEMBEER Z= 85 Ibs
# OF 8d NAILS FER FCOT = V= 31spf
Z 95 Jbe / NATL
# OF 8 NALS PER FOOT = 335 NALS PER FOOT
OVERALL 84 NAIL SPAGING = 1204« 12/338= s 0c.
#OF Knuws: 1 ROW(S)
82 NAIL SPACING WITHIN EAGH ROW = 1+ SPACING 1+ 3580, 3006

USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF §d NAILS AT 3" 0.C,
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 318 pif

Sy
PREFARED BY: 2 \j 8
- BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.G.
6612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NC 27615 Page 12 of 23
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
(per 2001 WFCHM)
’ UNIT UPLIFT CHECK: (EQUAL TO UNIT SHEAR)
CHECK # Bd NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNEGTION:
2d COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED), 7/16" SIDE MEMBER Z= 85 Ihs
. # OF 86 NAILS PER FOQT = v = 258 pif
F4 85 Ibs / NAIL
# OF 8c NAILS PER FOOT = 3.35 NAILS PER FOOT
QVERALL 8d NAIL SPACING = 124#= 12/335= 3.58 "0,C:
#OF ROWS; 1 ROW(S}
8d NAIL SPACING WITHIN EACH ROW = 1* SPACING 14358 0.0, 3*0.G
USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW{S) OF 8d NAILS AT 3" 0.C,
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 318 pif
ALTERNATE SHEATHING CONNECTION FOR UNIT UPLIFT {GLUE):
V= 318 pif
200 psl MINIMUM GONSTRUCTICN ADHESIVE zZ= 200 psl (FACE)
WIDTH OF GLUE REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION ALONG FLOOR BAND:
WIDTH CF SLUE STRiP REQUIRED = v = 3epf . = 1"
F3 200 psl*12° 1t
FASTEN SHEATHING TO BAND WITH 1" WIDE $TRIP OF 200 pst MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #1 SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS
LIBRARY  LIVING .
FIRST FLODR WIDTH (Wy) = 48,08 ft
SECOND FLOOR WIDTH (W) = 48,08 ft
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH {Ly) = 4267 &
SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (L) = 4287 it
SHEARWALL TYPE: Tt 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) wi 112" @WB INTERIOR
SHEATHING EDGE 8d NAIL SPACING = 3 In 0.C. (8d NAILS OR EQUIVALENT}
SHEARWALL STRENGTH (v) = 6554 pif
MIN. SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = 26 ft
SUN, OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (L) = 1947 1t
15t FL. PERCENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING= 66 %
15t FL. MAX, UNRESTRAINED OFENING HEIGHT = 652 ft
SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (C.) = 0.717 {TABLE 23053.7.2, IBC)
1st FL. NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS (Nypg) = 2
ADDITIONAL WALL LOAD = 0ibs
SHEARWALL REACTION (Ryng1) = by * Flipar { Nund * Runaz + ADDITIONAL=
Rynat = 4267 4* 185 plf/ 2+ 4353 (bs + O s = B300 Ibs
MIN, LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (Lo} = Rengy/ V = 2300 lbs f 584 pif = 1268 ft
| PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED (ENDWALL) = Loy, { Co = 1259 HJO.TIT = 17.H ft ]

PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED =47.71 ft

<

PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
PROVIDED = 19.17 ft

ENDWALL SHEARWALLS OK

ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING TO BE BLOCKED UNO

o PREFARED BY:
PR BARLOW ENGINEERING. F.C.
€61Z SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NG 27615 Page 13 0723
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WFCM)
FIRST FLOOR HORIZONTAL FLOOR DIAPHRAGM CONTINUITY:
MODULE 7O MODULE CONNECTION AT FLOOR RIMBAND: (ALONG MATE LINE)
{DEEP BEAM HORIZONTAL SHEAR)
vi=[3* dyth = 3{4% 185 plf* 4267 ft= 2961 Ibs
2 2
# 42" blA, THRU BOLT = v, = 25651 |hs = % BOLTS
Zizeor 623 lbs
USE A MIN. OF (5} 4£2" DIA,THRU BOLTS
TO ATTACH MODULE TO MODULE ALONG MATE LINE
MODULE TG MODULE GONNECTION AT FLOOR RIMBAND: (AT ENDWALLS) :
{CHORD FORCE CONTINUITY)
T= 34 Fpat W = 34* 126 pli*4BOB R A2 = £40 |bs
B'Ly 644267t
CHECK FASTENERS: B NAIL z= 127.2 Ios
540 1bs f 127.2 lbx) FASTENER = 5.03 FASTENERS
USE {6) 8d NAIL(S) EACH END
16 ga. STAPLE z= 485 Ibs

649 1bs /48,6 Ibs f FASTENER = 13.17 FASTENERS

USE (14) 16 ga, STAPLE(S} EAGH END

USE A1.5" % 22 ga. STRAP WITH (5) 8d NAIL(S) EACH END
OR WITH (14) 16 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END
TO ATTAGH MODULE TO MODULE AT EACH ENGWALL
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A TENSILE FORCE OF 540 Ibs

FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #1: UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING

SUM OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (2 1) =

1847 1t
SHEARWALL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (Co) = 0117
SHEARWALL REACTION {Rypas) = 8300 fbs
WALL HEIGHT (H) = 9t
UPLIFT FORGE (W) = Rent1xH U=
- ZhLxCo
Ugy = B300 lbs x B f2 £ 2700 by u B135 Ibs
1947 2 0.717
SEE PAGH 23 FOR CONNECTION DESIGN
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #2 SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS
FAMILY / DINING
FIRST FLODR WIDTH (Wy) = 48.08 ft
SECOND FLOOR WIDTH (Wy)= 48.08 ft
* PIRST FLOOR LENGTH (Li}= ~ 4267 &
SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (Lg) = 4287 f

SHEARWALL TYPE: 7/16" OSB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) w/ 1/2* GWE INTERIOR, DOUBLE STUDS

SHEATHING EDGE &d NAIL SPACING =
SHERRWALL STRENGTH (V) =

2in Q.C. (8d NAILS QR ECQUIVALENT)

828 pit

MIN. SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = Z6ft

SUM OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED E L)) = /5 R

13t FL. PERCENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING= 60 %

st Fl. MAX. UNRESTRAINED OPENING HEIGHT = R

SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (G} = 0.659 {TABLE 2305.3.7.2, I8C)
st FL. NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS (N ne) = 2

ADDITIONAL WALL LOAD FROM DEN = 0 lbs

SHEARWALL REACTION (Rontr) = Ly * Fleger/ Mon # Rungz + ADDITIONALS

Rendy = 42.67 Rt~ 185 plf [ 2 + 4353 [bs + D bs = 5300 |bs
MIN, LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (Lyu) = Rect/V = 5300 {bs /828 pif = 002 &
r PERFORATED FULY HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED {ENDWALL) = Ly ! Co = 10,02 ft1 0,558 = 17.84 1t

PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING <
- REQUIRED =17.94 1t

PERFORATED FULL REIGHT SHEATHING
FROVIDED = 2525 ft

ENDWALL SHEARWALLS OK
ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING T0 BE BLOCKED UNO

- PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.C.
6512 51X FORKS, RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, NC 27515
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILBING SYSTEMS
(per 2001 WECM)
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #2: UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING
SUM OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED @ L) = 25251t
SHEARWALL ADJUSTMENT FAGTOR {Ca) = 8.558
SHEARWALL REAGTION (Randg) = 6300 tos
WALL HEIGHT (H) = 9t
UPLIFT FORCE (Ug) = Renatx H +Ugy=
EhxCo
Ugy = 5300 Ibsx 8 ft+ 1550 b = 5643 s
2525 % 0.559
SEE PAGE 23 FOR CONNEGTION DESIGN -
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL: SHEAR CONNECTIONS
EFFECTIVE FIRST FLOOR WIDTH {Wy) = 2625 &t
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (Ly) = 4287 ft
Flepers 185 plf
12* ANCHOR BOLT Z= 1058 Ibs
5/8" ANCHOR BOLT = 1458 s
0.162" x 3.5" COMMON NAIL (TOENAILED) = 158 lis
(1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE z= 575 ths
MAXIMUM FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL SHEAR LOAD = 8300 Ibs
RIMBAND TO $ILL PLATE CONNECTION:
V= MAX ENDWALL SHEAR + Ly % {34 * Flyp )/ 2 + Vogy =
W= D300 Ibs +42E7 fix (34 1BS P /2 + 0 s 11260 Ibs
#TOENAILS PER FOOT = VIZiW= $12601bs /158 Ibs /26,25 A= 27 NAILS It
TOENAIL SPACING = 1204= 12/27= 4*0C, (16" MAX)
#LTP4 PLATES PER FOOT = VIZiW= 11260 Ibs / 575 Ibs / 26,25 fi= 0.7 PLATES 11t
LTP4 PLATE SPACING = 12)8= 12/07= 16 0.C. (72" MAXY)
USE 062" x 3,5 COMMON NAIL [TOENAILED) @ 4" ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 16" ON CENTER
OR CONNEGTION T WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 11261 1bs
SILL PLATE TO FOUNDATION CONNECTION:
# 112 ANCHOR BOLYS = VIZ= 11260 s {1056 bs = 11 BOLTS
BOLT SPACING = (W=2)/(N-1)= {26.25/-2)/(11-1)= 291n
USE 1/2* ANGHOR BULTS @ 25" 0.C
ANCHOR BOLTS TO BE A MIN. OF 4" AND A MAX. OF 1'-0" FROM CORNERS
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 11264 [bs
#5/8" ANCHOR BOLTS = VIZ= 11280bs /1488 Ibs = 8 BOLTS
BOLT SPACING = (W-2)/(N-1}= (2625 ft- 24/ (B-1)= Min
USE 5/6" ANCHOR BOLTS @ 41" 0.G
ANCHOR BOLTS TG BE A MIN. OF 4" AND A MAX, OF 1-0" FROM CORNERS
OR GONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 14264 ibs
CHECK SHEATHING TO RIMBAND CONNECTION:
UNITSHEAR CHECK:
SHEAR FORCE (V) = Rent =
ZUXCy
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #H: V= 8300 Ibs = 504 pIf
18,17 R*0.747
FIRST FLOOR ENDWALL #2; v= 8300 bs = 58% pif
25.25 * 0.559
. MAXIMUM FIRST FLOGR ENDWALL UNIT EHEAR = 604 pif
. PREPARED BY:
. BARLOW ENGINEERING. F.C.
. 6612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
b RALEIGH, NC 27615 Page 15 0f 25
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
(per 2001 WFCM) -

CHECK # &d NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION:

B COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED), 7/16 SIDE MEMBER Z= 95 Ibs
# OF 82 NAILS PER FOOT = v = E04 pif
z 95 Ibs { NAIL:
#0F 84 NAILS PER FOOT = 638 NAILS PER FODT
OVERALL 8d NAIL SPACING = ' 12]#= 12/636= 128 70.C,
#OFROWS: 2 ROW(S)
8d NAIL SPACING WITHIN EACH ROW = 2*SPACING 2*1.88 o, 3006,

USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WiTH 2 ROW(S) OF 8d NAILS AT 3" 0.C.
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF £04 pif

UNIT UPLIFT CHECK: (EQUAL TO UNIT SHEAR)

CHECK # 8d NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNEGTION:

8d COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED), 716" SIDE MEMBER - Zo 95 lbs
# OF B NAILS PER FOOT = v = 604 plf
P 55 [bs / NAIL
# OF 8d NAILS PER FOOT = .36 NAILS PER FOOT
GVERALL 8d NAIL SPAGING = 12/#=2 12/638= 1.88 " 0,C.
H#OFROWS: 2 ROW(S)
8d NAIL SPACING WITHIN EACH ROW = 2*SPAGING 2*1.8800. arog,

USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 2 ROW{S) OF 8d NAILS AT 3" 0,G,
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 504 plf

ALTERNATE SHEATHING CONNECTION FOR UNIT UPLIFT (GLUE):.
V= 604 pif
290 psi MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE Za 200 psl (FACE)

WIDTH OF GLUE REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION ALONG FLOOR BAND:

WIDTH OF GLUE STRIP REQUIRED = v = B4pf = 1"
. z 200 psi* 12" I

FASTEN SHEATHING TO BAND WITH 4" WIDE STRIP OF 200 psi MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE

SECOND FLOOR SIDEWALL #t SHEATHING LENGTH REQIHREMENTS
BEDROOMS #1 & #4

FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (Wy) = 48.08 ft
SECOND FLOOR WIDTH (W) = 4808 ft
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (L1} = 4267 #
SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (Ly) = 4287
SHEARWALL TYPE: 716" OSB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED} wi 1/2* GWB INTERIOR
SHEATHING EDGE 8d NAIL SPAGING = 6 inO.C, {8d NAILS OR EQUIVALENT]
SHEARWALL STRENGTH (V)= 384 p
MIN, SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = 24 #t
SUM OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIOED (£ L} = 2692 ft
2nd FL. PERCENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING= 63 %
2nd FL. MAX. UNRESTRAINED OPENING HEIGHT = 8.83 ft
SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (Co}= 0.653 (TABLE 2305.2.7.2, IBC)
2nd FL NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS [Ng.) = 2
ADDITIONAL WALL LOAD = 0 Ibs
PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.C.
6642 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE {04 oo
RALEIGH, N 27615 Page 16 pf2d 1
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

MAIN HOUSE

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WFCM}
SHEARWALL REACTON (Ruea) = Wa * Wigera! Nutge + ADDITIONAL =
Ryuee = 4B.08 ft* 204 pit/ 2+ 0 lbs = 4905 s
MIN. LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (Ly) = Rugeaf V = 4505 8bs / 384 pif = 1277 ft
I PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED (SIDEWALLY = Ly / Co® 12,77 770,663 = 19.27 #f ]
PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING < PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED = 19.27 ft FROVIDED = 26.92 ft
SIDEWALL SHEARWALLS 0K
ALL EXTERIDR SHEATHING TO BE BLOCKED UNG
SECOND FLOOR SIDEWALL #1: UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING .
SUM OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (% L) = 2802
SHEARWALL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (Cg) = 0.863
SHEARWALL REACTION (Rypr) = 4305 tbs
WALLHEIGHT {H) = a5
UPLIFT FORCE (U} = Rasn xH bl
IThxCp
Ugy ™ 4805 Ibs X 8.5 = 2336 tbs
26,92 # x 0.663
SEE PAGE 23 FOR CONNECTION DES|GN
SECOND FLOOR SIDEWALL #2 SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS
BEDROOMS #2 & #3
FIRST FLOOR WIDTH {Wy) = 4808 1
SEGOND FLOOR WIDTH (W;) = 48.08 ft
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (Ly) = 2671
SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (L} = 42,67 ft
SHEARWALL TYPE: 7/16" 0SB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED) wi 1/2" GWB INTERIOR
SHEATHING EDGE 8d NAILSPACING = . & In0.C. (8d NAILS OR EQUIVALENT)
SHEARWALL STRENGTH (V) = 384 pif
MIN, SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = 2414
SUM OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (1) = 24794
2nd FL, PERCENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING= 63 %
2nd FL.. MAX, UNRESTRAINED OPENING HE!GHT = B1i9ft
SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (G} = 0,736 (TABLE 2305.3.7.2, IBC)
2nd FL. NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS (N 4.} = 3
ADDITIONAL WALL LOAD = b s
SHEARWALL REACTION (Ryger) = Wa * Wiara f Nysza + ADDITIONAL=
Rugez = 4B.08 ft* 204 plf /2 + 0 Jbg = 4805 |bs
MIN, LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (Ly,) = Ryanaf V = 4505 Tbs § 384 pif = 1277
| FERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED (SIDEWALL) = Lyy!Co= 1277 /0.736 = 1736 f 1
PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING < PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED =17.36 ft PROVIDED =21.79 ¢
SIDEWALL SHEARWALLS OK
ALl EXTERIOR SHEATHING TO BE BLOGKED UNO
SECOND FLOOR SIDEWALL #2: UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING
SUM OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (£ 1) = 2179t
SHEARWALL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (Cg)= 0736
SHEARWALL REACTION (Renm} = 4305 Ibs
WALL HEIGHT (M) = - - 85
UPLIFT FORCE (Ug) = Raau xH =
. ElixCq
Ugy = 4905 Ibs X85 ft = 2600 lbs
21.79 i 0,736
SEE PAGE 23 FOR CONNECTION DESIGN
PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.G.
6642 SIXFORKS RD, SUITE 104
-t RALEIGH, NG 276(5 Page 17 of 23
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SHEARWALL DESIGN
{per 2001 WFCM)

TN

MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
SECOND FLOOR SIDEWALL: SHEAR CONNECTIONS
SECOND FLOOR WIDTH (W) = 48,08 &t
SECOND FLOGR LENGTH (L) = 4267 ft
ala= 126 pif
1/2" ANCHOR BOLT Z= 1056 s
&/B" ANCHOR BOLT Z= 1488 b3
0,162" x 3.5 COMMON NAIL {TOENAILED) Z= 158 |bs
0,962 x 3.5 COMUON NAIL (FACE NALED) Z= 191 b
(1) SIMPSON LTP4 FLATE z= 575 Ios
MAXIMUM §ECOND FLOOR SIDEWALL SBEAR LOAD = 4305 pif
RIMBANDS TO BOTTONM, BEARING & TOP PLATE CONNECTION:
V= MAX SIDEWALL SHEAR + Wax Flyyun /2=
' = 4805 ths+ 4B.08 e x 125 plf/ 2 7934 pif
# TOENAILS PER FOOT = VIZ/Le 7934 bs 158 bs /42,67 fu= 1.2 NAILS / ft
TOENAIL SPACING = 120#= 12{12= 1G"0.0, {16 MaX)
# LTP4 PLATES PER FOOT = VIZIW= 7934 lbs ] 675 |bs J 4267 ft = 0.3 PLATES /1t
LTP4 PLATE SPACING = s2t#=  q2403= 37 ro.c, (72" MAx)
USE 0.162" x 3.5 COMMON MNAIL (TOENAILED) @ 10" ON CENTER
OR USE (1) SIMPSON L.TP4 PLATE @ 37" ON CENTER,
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 7935 Ibs
BEARING PLATE TO CEILING BAND CONNECTION:
#FACENAILS PER FOUT = VIZIW= 7834 |bs {151 [bs /42,67 ft=
#FACENAILS PER FOOT = 1.0 NAILS /1t
FACENAIL SPACING = eld= 12f1= 1270, (15" Max)
USE 0.162" x 3.5" COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED) @ 12" ON CENTER
OR USE {1} SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 37" ON CENTER
OR CONNECTION TQ WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 7935 Ibs
CHECK SHEATHING TO RIMBAND CONNECTION:
UNIT SHEAR CHECK:
SHEAR FORCE (V) = Riger =
ZLX Co
SEGON FLOOR SIDEWALL #1: V= 4305 Ihs S 278 pif
28,92 ft* 0,663
SEGOND FLOCR SIDEWALL #2: V= 4805 Ibs ] 305 plf
21.79t* 0.738
MAXIMUM SECOND FLOOR SIDEWALL UNIT SHEAR = 305 pif
CHECK # 2d NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION:
B COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED), 718" SIDE MEMBER Zs 95 s
#OF 8d NAILS PER FOOT = v = 306 pif
z 95 las J NAIL
#OF Bd NAILS PER FOOT = 3.23 NAILS PER FOOT
OVERALL Bd NAN. SEPACING = i2l#= 12/3.23= . 310
#OF ROWS: 1 ROW(S)
2d NAIL SPAGING WITHIN EACH ROW = 1 *SPACING 1°3.71 o0, 3%0L.
USE SHEATHING CORNECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF 8d NAILS AT 3" 0.C.
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORGE OF 306 sif
3459
PREPARED BY: Pl
BARLOW ENGINEERING, P.C, -
b642 S1X FORKS RO, SEITE 104
RALEIGH, NG 27645 Page 18 of 23
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
. (per 2001 WFCM}

UNIT UPLIFT CHECK: (EQUAL TO UNIT SHEAR)

CHECK # 84 NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION:

24 COMMON NAIL {FACE NALED), 76" SIDE MEMBER Z= 95 Ibs
#0F 2d NAILS PER FOOT = v = 306 pf
z 95 ths / NAIL
# OF 84 NAILS PER FOOT = 323 NAILS PER FOOT
OVERALL 8d NAIL SPACING = 12/8= 12/323= 371706
#OF ROWS : 1 ROW(S)
8d MAIL SPACING WITHIN EACH ROW = 4*SPACING 1*3.71 00 3706
) USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF 24 NAILS AT 3" 0.C.
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 306 plf
ALTERNATE SHEATHING CONNECTION FORUNIT UPLIFT (GLUE):
V= ) 468 plf
200 pst MINIMUM CONSTRUGTION ADHESIVE ] z= 200 psl (FACE)
WIDTH OF GLUE REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION ALONG FLOOR SAND;
WIDTH OF GLUE STRIP REQUIRED = Vv = 0Bpf = 1"
4 200 psl* 12" 1 1

FASTEN SHEATHING TO BAND WITH 1" WIDE STRIP OF 200 psi MINIMUM CONSTRUGTION ADHESIVE

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL# SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS

SUN ROOM J FAMILY
FIRET FLOOR WIDTH (W,) = 43,08 ft
SECOND FLOGR WIOTH (Wy) = 42,08 ft
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (L)) = 4257 #
SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (1) = 4267 1t

SHEARWALL TYPE: 7/16" OE8 EXTERICR (BLOCKED) w! /2" GWB INTERIOR
SHEATHING EDGE Bd NAIL SPACING = . 4in 0., {8d NAILS OR EQUIVALENT)

SHEARWALL STRENGTH (V) = 525 pif

MIN, SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = . 26k

FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED = 2187 R

1stFL. PERCENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING= 69 %

15t FL. MAX. UNRESTRAINED OPENING HEIGHT = 652 ft

SHEARADJUSTMENT FACTCR (C,}= 0,733 {TABLE 2305.3.7.2, IBC)
15t FL. NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS {Nago} = 2

ADDITIONAL WALL LOAD = Olbs

SHEARWALL REACTION (Ryidet) = Wi * Flipara! Nutde + Rusez + ADDITIONAL =

Rugey = 48.08 £ 126 plf / 2+ 4905 bs + 0 [bs = 7935 lhg
MIN. LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (Lo} = Rugyg/V = 7836 1bs { 525 plf = 1541 ft
I PERFORATED FULL HEVGHT SHEATHNG LENGTH REQUIRED (SIDEWALL) = Lo/ Co=. 1511 70733 = 20.62 ft —[
PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING < PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED = 20.62 ft PROVIDED = 21,67 ft

SIDEWALL SHEARWALLS Q¥
ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING TO BE BLOCKED UNO

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #1: UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING

SUM OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (ZL)=

. 2167 ft

EHEARWALL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (Go) = 0.733
SHEARWALL REACTION (R = 7935 Ibs
WALL HEIGHT (H) = 9ft
UPLIFT FORCE {Ug) = Rumg X H Uy =
L% Ca
Ugy = 7835 bs x O ft + 2336 b = 6535 lbs

21,67 x 0.733

SEE PAGE 23 FOR CONNECTION DESIGN

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C.
€612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104

RALEIGH, NC 27618 Page 19 of 23
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SHEARWALL DESIGN
(per 2001 WFCM)

MAIN HOUSE

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #2 SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIREMENTS
LIVING / DINING

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS

FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (Wi} = 4B.08 ft

SECOND FLOOR WIDTH (W) = 4808 1t
FIRST FLOOR LENGTH (Lp}= 4267 -

SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (Lo} = 1267 &

. SHEARWALL TYPE: 7/16" OSB EXTERIOR (BLOCKED)wf /2 GWE INTERIOR

SHEATHING EDGE 8d NAIL SPACING =

4 in Q.C. {8d NAILS OR EQUIVALENT)

SHEARWALL STRENGTH (V) = 525 pif

MIN. SHEARWALL SEGMENT LENGTH = 251

FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVDED = 46T R

1t FL. PERCENT FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING= 59 %
45t FL MAX, UNRESTRAINED OPENING HEIGHT = s8I R

SHEAR ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (C,} = 0.721 (TABLE 2305.3.7.2, [BC)
18t FL, NUMBER OF SHEARWALLS (N} = 2

ADDITIONAL WALL LOAD = 0t

SHEARWALL REAGTION (Ryut) 2 Wi * FLijar/ Ny + Rygasz + ADDITIDNAL, =

Ruset = 48,08 1t * 126 pIl/ 2 +4905 [bs + 0 1bs = 7838 Ibs
MiN. LENGTH SEGMENTED SHEARWALLS (L) = Ry IV = 7935 ths / 525 plf = 1541 &
[ PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING LENGTH REQUIRED (SIDEWALL) = Liy) Co= 154111/ 0.721 = 20.97 ft |
PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING < PERFORATED FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING
REQUIRED = 20,97 ¢ PROVIDED = 21,67 ft
SIDEWALL SHEARWALLS OK
ALL EXTERIOR SHEATHING TQ BE BLOCKED UNO
FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #2; UPLIFT DUE TO OVERTURNING
SUM OF FULL HEIGHT SHEATHING PROVIDED (% L} = 21870
SHEARWALL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR (Co)= o721
SHEARWALL REACTION {Ronai} = 7835 ths
WALL HEIGHT (H) = aft -
UPLIET FORCE (Ugy) = Rasy X H +Ugp e
ELxCo
Ugy = 7935 Ibs x 9 ft + 2600 lbs = 7171 foa
21.67 x0.721
SEE PAGE 23 FOR CONNEGTION DESIGN
FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL: SHEAR CONNECTIONS
' FIRST FLOOR WIOTH (W3] = 4BOB TR
FIRST FLODR LENGTH (L) = AZET R

Flipan = 128 plf
1/2" ANCHOR BOLT = 4058 Ibs
518" ANCHOR BOLT Z= 1488 lbs
0.162° 35" COMMON NAIL (TOENARED} zZ= 158 hs
(1} SIMESON LTP4 FLATE z= 575 Ibs

MAXIMAM FIRST PLOOR SIDEWALL SHEAR LOAD = 1935 s
RIMBAND TO $ILL PLATE CONNECTION:
V= MAX SIDEWALL SHEAR + Wy X (34 * Flypu} 22
V= 7835 bs+48,08 fix (M4 * 126plf) /2 10207 Ibs
#TOENAILS PER FOOT = VIZiLy= 10207 lbs ) 158 |bs 42,87 = 1.5 NAILS /1t
TOENAIL SPACING = 1244= 124185= 70K, (46" MAX)
#LTP4 PLATES PER FOOT = VIZIW= 10207 e i 675 s/ 4267 fi = 04 PLATES { ft
LTP4 PLATE SFAGING = 12f#=  12i04= 28 % 0.0, (72" MAX)

USE 0,462 x 3.5" CUMMON NAIL (TOENAILED] @ 7" ON CENTER
~ ORLSE (1) SIMPSON LTP4 PLATE @ 28" ON CENTER
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 10207 Ibs

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING, F.C,
5612 51X FORKS RD, SWHTE 104
RALEIGH, NG 27615
BywrCM & ASCET-05-0232n£c2011-1BS- CAB4708-2 MAIN HOUSE
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SHEARWALL DESIGN

MAIN HOUSE INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
[per 2001 WFCM)

SILL, PLATE TO FOUNDATION CONNECTION;

#1/2° ANCHOR BOLTS = WIZ= 10207 bs[ 105G hs = 10 BOLTS

BOLT SPACING = (L-2}/ (-1} = (4267 k-2 {10-1)= stin
USE /2" ANCHOR EOLTS @ 54" 0.6
ANCHOR BOLTS TO BE A MIN. OF 4% AND A MAX, OF 10" FROM GORNERS
OR CONNECTION 7O WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 10207 bs
# 5/8* ANCHOR BOLTS =

W1Z= 16307 Ibs { §488 be = 7 BOLTS

BOLTEPACING = (L-2)/ (M-1)= P2ETR-2)I(7T-1)= 720
USE §/8" ANCHOR BOLTS @ 72" 0.C
ANCHOR BOLTS TO BE A MIN, OF 4" AND A MAX. OF 10" FROM CORNERS
OR GONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE OF 10207 [bs

CHECK SHEATHING TO RIMBAND CONNECTION;

UNIT SHEAR CHECK:
SHEAR FORCE (V) = Rt =
ELXCa

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #1: V= 7935 lbs =

= 500 plf
2167 & 0.733

FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL #2: V= 7435 tba =

508 pif
21670721

MAXIMUM FIRST FLOOR SIDEWALL UNIT SHEAR = 508 pif
CHECK # 8d NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNEGTION;

8d COMMON NAIL (FACE NAILED}, 7/16" SIDE MEMBER, Z= 25 lbs

# OF 8d NAILS PER FQOT = v = 508 pif

4 95 b / NAIL

# OF B4 NAILS PER FOOT = 5.35 NAILS PER FOOT

OVERALL 8d NAIL SPACING = 12{#= 12/535= 224 "0.C.

_#OFROWS: 1 ROW(8)

8d NAIL SPACING WITHIN EACH ROW = i Si’AmNG 1*224 oo, 2*0cC.

USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW{S) OF 8d NAILS AT 2" O.C.
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORCE GF 508 pif

UNIT UPLIFT CHECK: (EQUAL TO UNIT SHEAR)

CHECK # 8d NAILS REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION:
5d COMMON NANL (FACE NAILED}, 7/16” SIDE MEMBER Z= 85 hs

# OF 8d NAILS PER FOOT = v _ = S0Z pif

r4 85 Jbs f NAIL

# OF 8d NAILS PER FOOT = 5.35 NAILS PERFOOT

OVERALL 8d NAIL SPACING = 12/#= 121535~ 224"0.C,

#OF ROWS: 1 ROW(S)

Bd NAIL SPACING WITHIN EACH ROW = 1*SPACING 1*224 o, 2°0.C.

USE SHEATHING CONNECTION WITH 1 ROW(S) OF 8d NAILS AT 27 0.6,
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND A SHEAR FORGE OF 508 pIf

PREPARED BY:
BARLOW ENGINEERING, F.G.
6642 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104
RALEIGH, N& 27615 Page 21 cf 23
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE
{per 2001 WFCM) -

ALTERNATE SHEATHING CONNESTION FOR UNIT UPLIFT {GLUE):

200 psl MINIMUM CONSTRUGTION ADHESIVE

V=

z= * 200 psi {FACE)

WIDTH OF GLUE REQUIRED FOR SHEATHING CONNECTION ALONG FLOOR BAND:

WIDTH OF GLUE STRIP REQUIRED = ¢ V.

= sogplf =

z

FASTEN SHEATHING TO BAND WITH 1" WIDE STRIP OF 200 ps{ MINIMUM CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVE

COMBINED CORNER HOLDDOWN REQUIREMENTS

UPLIFT FORCES: (SEE ABOVE FOR CALCULATIONS)

2nd FLOOR ENDWALL #1 UPLIFT FORCE {Ugs) =.
2nd FLOOR ENOWALL #2 UPLIFT FORCE (Ueg) =
2nd FLOCR SIDEWALL #1 UPLIFT FORCE (Ugy) =
2nd FLOOR SIDEWALL #2 UPLIFT FORGE {Usg) =
st FLOOR ENDWALL #1 UPLIFT FORCE (Ug) =
1st FLOOR ENDWALL #2 UPLIFT FORCE {Ug) = |
1st FLOOR SIDEWALL #1 UPLIFT FORCE {Ugy) =
15t FLOOR SIDEWALL #2 UPLIFT FORCE {Ugy) =

DEAD LOADS:

EFFECTIVE FIRST FLOOR WIDTH (W,) =
EFFECTIVE SECOND FLOOR WIDTH (W)= -
EFFEGTIVE FIRST FLOORLENGTH (Ly) =
EFFECTIVE SECOND FLOOR LENGTH (L;) =
FIRST FLOOR HEIGHT My} =
SECOND FLOOR HEIGHT {Hy) =
. ROOF & CEILING ASSEMBLY DEAD LOAD {ROL} =
WALL DEAD LOAD (WDL) =
FLOOR DEAD LOAD (FOL) =

SIDEWALL SECOND FLOOR CORNMER:

ROOF DEAD LCAD = D6*ROL*Wa* L/ B=

ROQOFDEADLOAD = 0.6* 15psf* 2947 11 21,25/t /8=

WALL DEAD LOAD = 0,6% (WDL*Hz*L./2)=
0.6™42pefrasfiv21.25fti2=

200 pst~ 127/t

2700 Ibs
1550 Tbs
2336 lbs
2600 lbs
8135 |bg
6343 |bs
6833 ths
7 bbs

28.17 1t (MAX: 4 * CELING HEIGHT)
29,17 f (MAX: 4 * CEILING HEIGHT)
21.83 ft (MAX: 4 * CEILING HEIGHT)
21.25 ft (MAX: 4 * CEILING HEIGHT)
9
.58
48 psf
12 psf
10 psf

TOTAL DEAD LOAD = 657 b3 + 650 Ibs =

CORNER STUD CONNECTION LOAD = MAX WALL UPLIFT - SELF WEIGHT=
2600 jos - 1348 Ibs =

SIDEWALY FIRST FLOOR CORNER:

WALL DEAD LOAD = 0.5 (WDL *Hy* Ly /2}=
WALL DEAD LOAD = 0.6% 42psf* QR * 2163 t/2=
Znd FLOOR DEAC LOAD = D.6° FOL* Wy L, /8=
2ndFLOCRDEAD LOAD = 0,6*10psf* 29,17 R*21.25// 8=
1stFLOCR DEAD LOAD = 0.6* FDL * Wy *Ly/8=
15tFLOOR DEAD LOAD = 0,6 10 psf*20.17 #* 21,83 /8=
TOTAL DEAD LOAD = 707 Ibs + 465 Ibs + 478 Ibs =

CORNER STUD CONNECTION LOAD = MAX WALL UPLIFT - SELF WEIGHT, INGLUDING ABOVEWALL(S)

7171 |bs - 1650 Ibs - 1348 lhs =
ENDWALL SECOND FLLOCR CORNER:

WALLDEAD LOAD = 0.6 (WDL *Hy* W,/ 2) =
WALLDEAD LOAD = D.6* 12psf*8.5#* 28.1T R/ 2o
GABEE WALL DEAD LOAD = 0.6 {WDL*(H!/ 2‘)*WI2] =
GABLE WALL DEAD LOAD = 0.5 12pxt" ((9/12)* (2017 872) F2)* (2817 4] /2%

TOTAL DEAD LOAD = 8531bs + 575 s o

CORNER STUD CONNECTION LOAD = MAX WALL UPLIFT - SELF WEIGHT
2700 lbs - 1468 [bs =

PREPARED BY:

BARLOW ENGINEERING. P.C,
612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104

RALEIGH, NC 27615
PAZM! 1 TORY L TWFCM &, 1B 2-MAIN HOUSE

508 pif

697 ths

BE0 by
1248 Ibs

1282 tbs

707 Ihs
465 fbs

478 bs
1€50 ibs

41473 |hs

203 ibs

578 Ibs
1468 Ibs

4232 [bs

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
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SHEARWALL DESIGN MAIN HOUSE

INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS
{per 2001 WFCM)
ENDWALL FIRST FLOOR CORNER:
WALL DEAD LOAD = 0,6* (WDL *H(* W;/2)=
WALL DEAD LOAD = 0.6° 12psf* St~ 2047 /2= 946 |bs
CORNER STUD CONNECTION LOAD = MAX WALL UPLIFT - SELF WEIGHT, INCLUDING ABOVE WALL(S}
8135 Ib5 - 946 Ibs - 1468 Ibs = 5771 tbs
SECOND FLOOR CORNER HOLDDOWNS
UPLIFT FORCE = 2700 [bs {MAX, OF SECOND FLOOR UPLIFT FORCES)
SECGND FLOOR DEAD LOAD (Do) == 1348 lbs + 1468 bs = 2B16 Ihs
HOLODOWN FORGE = 2700 fbs - 2516 tbs = ats
CHECK FASTENERS: EdNAIL Z= 8.7 Ihs
0lbs/76.7 Ibs/ FASTENER = D FASTENERS
USE {0} 8d NAIL{S) EACH END
6 ga. STAPLE Z= 48.9 1hs

Olbs/49.8 Ibsf FASTENER = 0 FASTENERS
- USE (0) 16 ga. STAPLE(S) EACH END

RO PHYSICAL HOLDDOWN REQUIRED

SECOND FLOOR GORNER STUD CONNECTION

16d COMMON NAIL ALLOWABLE SHEAR (2) = 191 os
MAX CORNER STUD CONNECTION LOAD = 1252 Ibs
MAIL SPAGING {2 ROWS) = 2°H'Z =2°B5R* 191 ks = 16 In 0.C,
u 12521bs {16¥ MAX)
#OF 174" DIA, LAG SCREW REQUIRED = # U = qz5pps = & LAG SCREWS
z 224 [bs (6 MIN}

FASTEN CORNER STUDS 2 ROWS OF 16d COMSON NAILS @ 16™ ON CENTER
OR USE (6) 1/4" DIA. LAG SCREWS

FIRST FLOOR HOLDDOWNS
UFLIFT FORCE = 8135 Ibs [MAX. OF FIRST FLOOR UPLIFT FORCES)
FIRST FLOOR DEAD LOAD (DL} = 1650 lbs + 1348 [bs +1468lks + 046 lbs = 5412 s
HOLDDOWN FORCE = 5135 bs- 5412 s = 2723 1bs

USE A SIMPSON STHD10RJ AT EACH BUILDING CORNER OR EQUAL
OR CONNECTION TO WITHSTAND AN UPLIFT FORCE OF 2723 Ihs

FIRST FLOOR CORNER S§TUD CONNECTION

16d COMMON NAIL ALLOWASLE SHEAR {2} = 191 Ibs.

MAX CORNER STUD CONNECTION LOAD = 5721 Ihs
NAIL SPACING (2 ROWS) = 2*H*Z =2*98*191 lbs= Thog.
v 5721 1bs (6" MAX)
#OF 174" DIA. LAG SCREW REQUIRED = U = sr21bs = 26 LAG SCREWS
z 224 Ibs {8 MIK)

FASTEN CORNER STUDS 2 ROWS OF 16d COMMON NAILS @ 7" ON CENTER
OR USE {26) 1/4” DIA, LAG SCREWS

wi PREPARED EY;
BARLCW ENGINEERING. P.C.
6612 SIX FORKS RD, SUITE 104

RALEIGH, NC 27615 Page 23 of 23
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INTEGRITY BUILDING SYSTEMS

Section 3
HAND CALCULATIONS

11/16/12
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2012 8:26 AM

To: Gina Schaecher; "Melis, Mike F."; Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Ralph Rinaldi; Davis, Cindy (DHCD);
“Thompson, Chris"; McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Shelton, Bilt (DHCD); sjack@oag.state.va.us; Rodgers,
Emory (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)

_Cc:t jared@markobenshain.com

Subject: Milton's documentation shows 3/4 irich 3rd floor, plywood installed as delivered

Contrary to Milion's assertion, please ses the attached document/plan that SEEVYS a 3/4 inch third floor
as delivered from the factory; hardly a limited "deck aisle” as described by Milton's attorney.

Further, the use of the third floor (this area came with the floor) even for "limited storage” access, per the
IBC and the Milton attorney's OWN ADMISSION, (see below) renders it a third floor. Under a separate
e-mail from Barlow Engineering, you have been sent the plan that calls out the third floor correctly. The
plans, as certified by NTA inc, per the IBSR need to be corrected by NTA Inc./Milton (13 VAC 5-91-250 at

1)-

Section 202 identifies "an attic as that space between the ceiling beams at the top story
and the roof rafters. ation is appropriate only if the atea is not considered
y CRTTATT o e 0 EREe o i RER G o]

\

.occupiable. Mite

Milari Madison
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' From: "Melis, Mike F." <mmelis@oag.state.va.us>

To: "alan.mcmahan@dhed.virginia.gov" <alan.memahan@dhed.virginia.gov>

Cc: Hunter Madison <huntermad[son2002@yahoo com>; "Davis, Cindy (DHCD)"
<Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; Gina Schaecher <gschaecher@kasanniaw.com>; “Thompson Chris"
<Chris. Thompson@loudoun.gov>; "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 9:47 AM

- Subject: Milari Madison appeal to the Review Board

Mr. McMahan -

I am the Assistant Attorney General representing the State Building Code Adininistrative Office
and assisting Cindy Davis on this appeal. In response to your e-mail on scheduling an informal
fact-finding conference, I write to relay that Ms. Davis and I are available on December 11. If
that date does not work, we can also be available on December 6.

Please include me on any future e-mails regarding this matter, and feel free to call or e-mail if
you have any questions.

Thank you.

Mike F. Melis

Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
900 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 371-7965

~ (804) 371-2087 (fax)

4/“\.



From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo:com}

Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2012 7:56 AM - '

To: Melis, Mikeé F.; McMahan, Alan (DHCD) =~ . o

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Gina Schaecher; Thompson, Chris; Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Ralph Rinaldi;
sjack@oag.state.va.us; Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); jared@markobenshain.com
Subject: Re: Milari Madison appeal to the Review Board

Dear Mr. McMahan,

Your e-mail was routed to my spam folder. | have not seen it until recently and apologize for the delayed
reply. Also, my computer has utterly failed so | am also limited to e-mail access.

As Eric Leatherby correctly advocated, NTA Inc. is a party to the complaint and should be
invited/included. Upon the direction of DHCD, [ was specifically advised that it was sufficient to include
NTA Inc. within the complaint as was done. The attorney for NTA Inc. requested that | continue to copy
him on the e-mails. ' '

Just to be clear--- Ms. Cindy Davis refused to take any action with respect to my complaint citing that
then Integrity was "out of business" when, in fact, they merely changed their name igrioring
documentation from Integrity's attorney and the PA Corporation Commission that they simply changed

their name. Her position, erroneous ab initio, is a re-invention of established Virginia law upon which Ms.

Davis was never granted such authority by the General Assembly to do (but she did) and obstructs due
process. Then, Ms Davis and later by Emory Rodgers, invited the appeal.

Assuming that the meeting will be in Leesburg, either date that Mr. Melis proposed, is acceptable. The
proper parties need to receive notice, including NTA Inc.

Milari Madison 540-882-3160



From: Hunter Madison [mailto: huntermadisonZOOZ@yahoo com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 6:07 PM

To: McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); gschaecher@kasannlaw com; Thompson, Chris; Melis,
Mike F.; Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); sjack@oag.state.va.us

Cc: Hodge Vernon (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); jared@markobenshaln.com; Ralph Rlna[dl,
lisa@readthehook.com

Subject: Madison appeal to the Review Board (Appeal No. 12-6) - DUE PROCESS

Please advise under what specific authority, bEst A8, you are acting upon to make the
decision that NTA Inc. is not a party? | was advised it was satisfactory to include NTA Inc. with the IBS
complaint and NOT a separate complaint. Further, even Mr. Leatherby recognized the need for their
inclusion.

(Lisa and Jared, Please come to this meetinig-— the public needs to know)

Milari Madison
540-882-3160

&



From: "McMahan, Alan (DHCD)" <Alan.McMahan@dhcd.virginia.gov>

To: "huntermadison2002@yahoo.com” <huntermadison2002@yaheo.com>; "Ravis, Cindy (DHCD)"
<Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "gschaecher@kasann[aw com" <gschaecher@kasannlaw.coms;
"Thompson, Chris" <Chris. Thompson@lbudoun.gov>; "Melis, Mike' F." <mmelis@oag.state.va.us>.
Cc: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon. Hodge@dhcd virginia.gov>; "Leatherby, Efic (DHCD)"
<Eric.Leatherby@dhed.virginia.gov>

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2012 10:55 AM

Subject: Milari Madison appeat to the Review Board (Appeal No. 12-8)

Parties:

The second informal fact-finding for the subject appeal has been scheduled for Tuesday,
December 11,2012 at 11:00 in the moming. The meeting will take place at the same location,
the Loudoun County Code Development Office. The address to that location is included on the
attached notice which will be put in the mail to the parties today.

In response to Ms. Madlson s November 25, 2012 email regarding NTA.as a party, the Review
Board staff does not consider NTA. a party to the appeal. The parties are Ms. Madison, Ms.
Davis (DHCD’s industrialized building program administrator), Milton Home Systems, Inc. and
the Loudoun County building department. However, parties in the appeal are allowed to invite
others, like NTA, to attend and participate in the informal fact-finding conference.

Should you have any questions, please contact me.

Regards,

Alan McMahan, CBO
Senior Construction Inspector II and
Staff - State Building Code Technical Review Board
State Building Code Office
Division of Building & Fire Regulation
Department of Housing & Community Development
600 East Main Street, Suite 300
~ Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804)371-7175
(804) 371-7092 - fax
alan. memahan@dhed. virginia. gov

249



From: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov:>

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>

Cc: "Davis, Cindy (DHCD)" <Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "mmelis@oag.state.va.us"
<mmelis@oag.state.va.us>; Gina Schaecher <gschaecher@kasannlaw.com>; "Thompson, Chris"
<Chris. Thompson@ioudoun.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 10:06 PM

Subject: RE: Madison appeal to the Review Board (Appeal No. 12-6) - DUE PROCESS -

Ms. Madison,

The Review Board’s basic law ties its proceedings to the Virginia Administrative Process Act and
authorizes informal fact-firiding proceedings. The Review Board has delegated that function to its staff.
That includes the authority to decide who to notify of an informal fact-finding conference.

The purpose of the informal fact-finding conference is to determine what issues are being appealed by the
appealing party. You have not been consistent in your correspondence on identifying the issues you
believe you have a right to appeal Therefore, we have scheduled a second informal fact-finding
conference to continue to try to pin down what your issues are and detel mine whether there are questions
of whether they are valid appealable issues. :

The parties in an appeal are generally those which may be affected adversely bya decision. In other
words, they have a right to be involved so their due process rights are protected. Should the second
informal fact-finding conference result in identifying any issues that the Review Board is being asked to
rule on that in staff’s opinion would make NTA a party, then we will include them in future
correspondence and proceedings.

I would suggest that you just wait to see where things end up after the second informal fact-finding
conference as we don’t even know at this point what issues this appeal entails, so it is next to impossible
to guess who should be involved other than you, the manufacturer, the local building official and the
DHCD State Building Codes Office.

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical Review
Board

State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email: Vemon Hodge@DHCD. virginia.gov



"From: Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2012 9:35 AM
To: Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)
Subject: CAA fees

Emory,”

The Industrialized Building Safety Regulations do not have any licensing requirements for CAAs.
Additionally, section 13 VAC 5-91-180 of the Regulations, “Compliance Assurance Agencies”,
does not require an application fee for the CAAs.

Sections 13 VAC 5-91-180 through 13 VAC 5-91-200 specify the information that must be
submitted to this office in order for a CAA. to be approved. There are no fees referenced in these or
any other sections of the Regulations that are applied to CAAs.

or

0



From: "Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)" <Emory.Rodgers@dhed.virginia.gov>

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com> - ‘ ( '
Cc: "Shelton, Bill (DHCD)" <Bill.Shelton@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "Davis, Cindy (DHCDY"
<Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "Leatherby; Eric (DHCD)" <Eric.Leatherby@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "Hodge,
Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhced.virginia.gov>

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2012 9:56 AM

Subject: FW: CAA fees

Mrs. Madison, per your request,



From: Hunter Madison ['mailto:huntermadisonZDOZ@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2012 7:51 AM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Shelton, Biil (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Ralph Rinaldi

Ccr Davis, Cindy (DHCD); mmelis@oag.state.va.us; Gina Schaecher; Thompson, Chris;
sjack@oag.state.va.us; jared@markobenshain.com; lisa@readthehook.com; McMahan, Alan (DHCDY;
Leatherby, Eric (DHCD) ,

Subject: Re: Madison appeal to the Review Board (Appeal No. 12-6) - DUE PROCESS

R

NTA Inc. B2 REHEEEa and they are entitled to notice under the APA. | apologize for my persistence
but | cannot find anything in the code that authorizes the TRB to selectively notify named parties as |
have read through the applicable sections. Mr. Leatherby supported the fact that NTA Inc. should be
notified. Whether or not they wish to attend, is clearly up to them. There is simply no reason that NTA
Inc should be excluded based on "desire". Clearly, the omission of NTA Inc was a decision reached by
the TRB and/or DHCD and t would like a copy of all such e-mails/correspondence (at no charge) léading
.to the decision and/or refusal to include them,

At the last meeting, it was agreed that NTA erroneously certified that the data plate was correct. We
now know the building Is actually three stories, not two, as NTA Inc. erroneously affirms.

My appeal was solicited by DHCD, Cindy Davis and affirmed as a necessity of due process by Emory
Rogers, based on re-write of VA law by Ms. Davis (essentially that she will not-take action because she
thought that IBS was "out of business” when documentation was provided by the PA Corporation
Commission and by Milton's attomey, that they merely changed their name). After the lengthly discussion
and review of the IBSR, which | appreciated but was obviously at best tangential to the appeal, it became
abundantly clear that numerous violations related to the manufacturer/builder and CAA occurred and
remain.

I am still waiting for the corrected plans under 13 VAC 5-91-250 (at no charge) as NTA Inc. is charged
with applying the seals. Milton, providing set-up services and failed to comply with 13 VAG 5-91-270. In

Ms. Davis should rescind her "determination” letter and DHCD should properly enforce the code against
the builder/manufacturer/CAA to protect the public from nefarious businesses while upholding the intent
and purpose of the various codes in place.

Mitari Madison

Do

)

*\.on.-:h



From: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2012 3:53 PM
To: Hunter Madison

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); mmelis@oag.state.va,us: Gina Schaecher; Thompson, Chrls, McMahan, Alan
- (PHCDY .
Subject: RE: Madison appeal to the Review Board (Appeal No. 12-6) - DUE PROCESS

Ms. Madiso_n,

There are no documents involving my decision to not notify NTA of the informal fact-finding conferences. |
made that decision based on my knowledge of past cases of the Review Board and | have explained that to
you. NTA is welcome to attend and if they want to participate, we will decide how they should be
permitted to do so at the conferénce, but we will not be notifying them of the conference.

Vernon Hodge, CBO Technical & Code Development Specialist and Sectetary, State Technical Review Board
State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: {804) 371:7174

Email: Vernon.Hodge @DHCD. virginia.gov

N



From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2012 10:31 AM

~ To: Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)

Cc: Shelton, Bili (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); McMahan,
Alan (DHCD); "mmelis@oag.state.va.us"; Gina Schaecher; "Thompson, Chris"; "sjack@oag.state.va.us";
“jared@markobenshain.com”; "lisa@readthehook.com”

Subject: Re: CAA fees )

Thank you for the clarification regarding fees. While you state "The Industrialized Building

i

Safety Regulations do not have any licensing requirements for CAAs", the CAA's 3

. licensing requirements under the IBSR:

“Compliance assurance agency” as defined under 13 VAC 5-91-10. Definitions, meaning a
“professional engineer registered in Virginia, or an oéganjzation, determined I.Jy Department of
Housing and Community Development to be specially qualified by reason ;)f facilities, p‘ersonnel,‘
experience, and demonstrated reliability, to investigate, test and evaluate indnstrialized buildings; to
list such buildings 60mp13ging with standards at least equal to this chapter; to provide adequate
follow-up services at the point of manufacture to ensure that production units are in full compliance;

and to provide a label as evidence of compliance on each manufactured section or module.”



From: Hunter Madison [maiito:huntermadisoniOOZ@xahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 6:05 AM
To: Andy Gianino
Subject: Modular Home Construction

One question--- are straight stairs typically installed at the factory when they are contained within
one box?

Thank you.

Milari Madison



From: Andy Gianino <and the-homestore.com>

To: 'Hunter Madison' <huntermadison2002@yahoo.coms
Sent: Monday, December 3, 2012 8:05 AM

Subject: RE: Modular Home Construction

It depends on the orfentation of the module relative to its length and width and the height of the
ceiling. 13°9” wide modiiles with 8° ceilings should not have a problem regardless of which way the stairs
Tun,

Andy Gianino
President

The Home Store
413-665-1266
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.corm]
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2012 7:31 AM -

To: Melis, Mike F.; Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); gschaecher@kasannlaw.com; Thompson, Chris; McMahan, Alan (DHCD);
Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Ralph Rinaldi

Subject: Stairs typically installed at the factory :

FYI-

Regardless of the appeal, | think it is important to ]iat DHCD is clear; the modular industry
certainly suggests that stairs are easily installed gitieifZelghy and that on-site installation is ol "typical™. A
modular installer that | recently spoke with indicated is was likely that my stairs to the third floor were

installed at the factory. In addition, the e-mail below is forwarded to you from a different modutar expert that
states stair installation at a factory is not a problem.

Thank you for your interest.

Milari madison

g



From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

- Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 10:19 AM

To: Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD)

- Cc: Davis; Cindy (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD)
Subject: NTA Inc. Compliance with Notice Requirement

I previously received two FOIA responses. In them though, I do not see NTA. Inc's "notiﬁcaﬁon" of
the new contract or termination with Integrity Building Systems Inc. It is possible that I missed it.

13 VAC 5-91-40. Inspection and enforcement. The compliance assurance agency will notify the
SBCAO within 30 days of signing a new confract or terminating an existing contract with any
manufacturer, ;

Can you kindly direct that the notice be forwarded to me at no additional charge?

Milari Madison
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 5:56 AM

To: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); mmelis@oag.state.va.us

Cc: McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Shelton, Bilt (DHCD)
Subject: Fw: NTA Inc. Compliance with Notice Requirement

Mr. Melis or Mr. Shelton,

Separate from any appeal, can you kindly direct the production of the document or confirm that it
does not exist? E-mail is fine.

13 VAC 5-91-40. Inspectlon and enforcement. The compliance assurance agency will notify the
SBCAOQ within 30 days of signing a new contract or terminating an existing contract with any
manufacturer. I'would like a copy of the notification (s) from NTA Inc. regarding Integrity
Building Systems Inc (Milton).

Thank you.

Milari Madison
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From: Hunter Madison [mailio:hunfermadison2002@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 7:01 AM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD)

Cc: jared@markobenshain.com; Mark Obenshain; delgreason@gmail.com; mmelis@oag.state.va.us; Leatherby, Eiic
(DHCDY); Chris Thompson; Davis, Cindy (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD); districtl 3@senate.virginia.gov;
sjack(@oag.state.va.us '

Subject: Advisory Opinion from the A G. regarding DHCD/TRB

Dear Mr. Hodge,
Thank you for your assistance yesterday.

Independent of the appeal, Iintend to ask Mr. Shelton and certain elected officials to seek an
advisory opinion from the A.G.'s Office. I think a premise upon which the TRB is operating is
incorrect and warrants clarification. It is important to realize due process for the public and to
protect the public purse from an ineffectual system. Over the past several months, it is clear that
have expressed a number of concems, and certainly hope that positive change can be achieved.
Guidance is always a good thing and readily available through the A.G.

It is my own opinion that the G.A. never provided the TRB with the authority to not hear appeals
because a violation was corrected. Further, in terms of using past case decisions, I am likely to
agree that may be done with respect to the interpretation of the code in its application, not that an
appeal may be considered "moot" because a correction was made. Then, the problem expands,
because such a "process" or "ideology" was adopted, through an improper case decision, when the
TRB never had such authority with respect to the USBC or the IBSR--- then the bad case decision
was never appealed to the court (a burdensome endeavor for most), it continues unchecked and
repeated.

Should you wish, please feel free to provide any input to me regarding my questions that I would
like posed because I do not wish to mischaracterize the basis for the questions. I think we all will
benefit from an advisory opinion.

Milari Madison

These two question arose regarding the SBCAO's "decision” (see 13 VAC 5-91-70), not to pursue a
code violation complaint filed with respect to the Virginia Industrialized Building Safety
Regulations (2009), under the auspices that the company and persons, the subjects of the complaint,
were "no longer in business”. In actual fact, the company merely changed its name, some of the
officers and persons still conducting business within the new company. The aggrieved party, the
owner, filed an appeal seeking that the company and or the "person, firm or corporation" should be
cited for code violations and be pursued under 13 VAC 5-91-00, in accordance with VA Code § 36-
83. The SBCAO took the position that, due to the fact that the company was "out of business",
which was false, that no action would be taken by the agency. The first question is: Does the
Technical Review Board have the authority to hear an appeal that alleges the SBCAO is
mistaken, that the SBCAO does not have the authority to make such a determination with
respect to the company, person, or firm's standing?

o
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As a companion question and by way of background @ § 36-114, the Review Board shall have the
power and duty fo hear all appeals from decisions arising under application of the rules and _
regulations implementing the Industrialized Building Safety Law. In the event that a code violation ( "
was corrected, in this case, under the direction of the owner, does the Technical Review Board have
the authority to not hear the appeal, in essence declaring the issue "moot", or to take the appeal and
declare it moot without a case decision. In other words, the second question is: Did the General
Assembly grant the Technical Review Board with the authority to not hear appeals because a
violation has been rectified?



From: "Hodge, Vernon {DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhed.virginia.gov:>

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>

Cc: "jared@markobenshain.com” <jared@markobenshain.com>; Mark Obenshain
<mark@markobenshain.com>; "delgreason@amail.com” <delgreason@gmail.com>;
"mmelis@oag.state va.us" <mmelis@oag.state.va.us>; "Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)"
<Eric.Leatherby@dhcd.virginia.gov>; Chris Thompson <chris.thompson@loudoun.gov>; "Davis, Cindy
(DHCD)" <Cindy.Davis@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "McMahan, Alan (DHCD)" <Alan.McMahan@dhcd.virginia.gov>;
"district13@senate.virginia.gov" <district1 3@senate.virginia.gov>; "siack@oag.state.va.us"
<slack@oag state.va.us>; "Shelton, Bill (DHCD)" <Bill.Shelton@dhcd.virginia.gov>; "Rodgers, Emory
(DHCD)" <Emory.Rodgers@dhcd.virginia.gov>

Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2012 8:16 AM

Subject: RE: Advisory Opinion from the A.G. regarding DHCD/TRB

Ms. Madison,

A ruling by the Review Board that an appeal was properly dismissed as moot has been reviewed by the
Virginia Court of Appeals and upheld. While the issue was not that a violation had been corrected, but
instead that 2 building official had refused to issue a certificate of occupancy, the issue of whether the
Review Board has the authority to make such determinations and that its determination was correct has been
adjudicated.

The Court of Appeals ruling is attached.

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical Review
Board

State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email: Vernon . Hodge@DHCD . virginia.gov

o
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2012 10:19 AM

To: Melis, Mike F. ]
Cc: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Alan { DHCD) McMahan
Subject: Re: Milari Madison appeal to the Review Board

Dear Mr. Melis,

Thank you for attending the meeting the other day and for your input. I have a few thoughts that I
ask that you consider.

I am inclined to withdraw my appeal based on the November 19, 2012 letter from DHCD to Milton.
I'wonder if we can draft a brief agreement stating that my appeal is withdrawn predicated on the
fact that DHCD appears to be taking action which is what I sought from the beginning?

I'looked at the letter sent to DHCD regarding the status of Milton/Integrity from Mr. Rowe. I am
unclear as to why the content appears to be an affirmative effort to misdirect the state. Further,
according to my research, it appears that Milton or Integrity have never been certified in any way to
conduct business in the Commonwealth of Virginia. This "check” is done on-line. I was further
surprised that they would seek a "refund" for extra registration stickers when it was my
understanding that the stickers, while they can be mailed to the mft., that they are under the control
~ of the CAA.

Last, L hope that you can send me any notification letter from NTA to DHCD that notified that NTA
Inc entered into a contract with Milton or tenmnated a contract as required by the code, or confirm
that the notification did not occur.

Feel free'to call to discuss this if you so wish.

Milari Madison 540-882-3160
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2062@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2012 7:51 AM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)

Cc: jared@markobenshain.com; Mark Obenshain; delgreason@gmail.com; mmelis@oag.state.va.us;
Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Chris Thompson; Davis, Cindy (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD);
district13@senate.virginia.gov; sjack@oag.state.va.us; Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD);
bob@delegatebob.com; DelIMay@house.virginia.gov; Randy@DelegateRandyMinchew.com;
De!egateRobBeII@embarqmali com

Subject: Re: Advisory Opinion from the A.G. regarding DHCD/TRB

Dear Mr. Hodge,

Thank you for the attachment. I have read the attached decision and see no
guidance with respect to the questions that should be presented to the A.G. for
an advisory opinion.

The Miller appeal was dismissed by the court because it was a zoning matter in
which the Millers failed to appeal from the beginning. The court did not affirm
or rule as to whether or not the TRB was given the authority by the G.A. to
not hear appeals because a code violation was cured by a third party. "The
Review Board shall have the power and duty to hear all appeals from decisions arising under
application of the rules and regulations implementing the Industrialized Building Safety Law."
Further, the TRB does not have the authority to interpret case law or questions of law, but their
authority is to hear all appeals. With respect to past case decisions, the use of such past decisions is
based on the intent of the actual building code provision and that the inent of the code should be
consistently applied by the TRB. The law provides for the criminal accountability of nefarious
businesses and persons that violate the code, regardless of whether or not a violation was cured
(even by an aggrieved party wishing to mitigate unsafe conditions). The TRB must act within the
authority bestowed upon them by the General Assembly, not based on poor case decisions,
mcluding the TRB's own interpretation of laws, that were never appealed (a very burdensome
enterprise).

As stated, the language within the Davis Letter, as provided to me is a dangerous "precedent” which
should be rescinded in order to forego the appeal. The Davis Letter is based on the erroneous belief
(advanced by the company to evidently mislead) that the company went out of business, when in
fact it merely changed its name. Because the Davis Letter solicited an appeal, the SBCAO should
rescind the letter as sent to me, and continue with the investigation regarding the complaint as they
appear to being doing based on the November 19, 2012 letter sent to the president of the modular
company. It should be noted that the company appears to never had, and does not have today, any
certification or authority to do business in Virginia.

The attached Miller case, in pertinent part states:

"By focusing solely on appealing the denial of the

certificate of occupancy, the Millers failed to appeal the
revocation of their building permit, or to appeal the Zoning
Administrator's ruling, or to seek a special exemption from the
zoning requirements.”
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f bios @ BES:
controver31es by a judgment which can be
carried into effect, and not to give
opinions upon moot questlons or abstract
propositions .

(A1
.

Background

These three question arose regarding the SBCAO's "decision" (see 13 VAC 5-91-70), not fo
pursue a code violation complaint filed with respect to the Virginia Industrialized Building Safety
Reglﬂatlons (2009), under the auspices that the company and persons, the subjects of the complaint,
were "no longer in business". In actual fact, the company merely changed its name, some of the
officers and persons still conducting business within the new company. The aggrieved party, the
owner, filed an appeal seeking that the corapany and or the "person, firm or corporation" should be
cited for code violations and be pursued under 13 VAC 5-91-00 in accordance with VA Code § 36-
83. The SBCAO took the position that, due to the fact that the company was "out of business”,
which was false, that no action would be taken by the agency. The first question is: Does the
Technical Review Board have the authority to hear an appeal that alleges the SBCAO is
mistaken, that the SBCAO does not have the authority to make such a determination with
respect to the company, person, or firm's standing, as a basis to not perform duties bestowed
upon the office?

As a companion question and by way of background, @ § 36-114, it is stated that the Review
Board shall have the power and duty 7o hear all appeals from decisions arising under application of
the rules and regulations i mglementmg the Industrialized Building Safety Law. In the event that a
code violation was corrected, in this case, under the direction of the owner, does the Technical
Review Board have the authority to not hear the appeal, in essence declaring the issue "moot", or to
take the appeal and declare it moot without a case decision. In other words, the second question is:
Did the General Assembly grant the Technical Review Board with the authority to not

hear appeals because a violation has been rectified?

Third, under 13 VAC 5-91-30, the chapter is to designed to ensure "compliance with uniform
statewide construction standards for industrialized buildings". The standards include compliance
with "the manufacturer's instructions” under 13 VAC 5-91-270. Under 13 VAC 5-91-40, the
SBCAOQO is "des1gnated the administrator's representative for the enforcement of this chapter”. The
third question is: Does the SBCAO have the authority to ensure that the manufacturer's
installation instructions have been met in accordance with section 13 VAC 5-91-270 B?

Thank you very much for your assistance in this matter.

Milari Madison
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From: "Melis, Mike F." <mmelis@oaq.state.va.us> .

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002 @yahoo.com:>

Cc: "Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)" <Vernon.Hodge@dhcd.virginia.gov>; Alan ( DHCD) McMahan
<alan.memahan@dhcd.virginia.gov> ' '

Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 9:53 AM

Subject: RE: Milarl Madison appeal to the Review Board

Ms. Madison -

If you have decided to withdraw your appeal, any written statement indicating why you have done so
should come from you. The November 18, 2012, letter to'Milton speaks for itself and sets forth the -
SBCAQ's current position with regard to Milton. If you have any questions about the SBCAO's position,
please call or e-mail me. Thank you.

Mike F. Melis
Assistant Attorney General

- Office of the Attorney General

900 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 371-7965

(804) 371-2087 (fax)
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2012 4:39 PM

To: Melis, Mike F. :

Cc: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Chris Thompson; Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)
Subject: Re: Milari Madison appeal to the Review Board

Mr. Melis,
[ left a message on your voice mail to speak with you about the issue below.

Second, yesterday | spoke with Eric L. and Chris Thompson about which party will confirm
that the house was nof sef per the manufacturers requirements under 13 VAC 5-91-270.
The setting function was to be performed by Miiton in the event the contractor did not
meet his obligations. Milton had staff at the site during the set and set folks to "finish"
certain functions such as installing trusses and installing stairs. None of the persons were
licensed or insured or authorized to do business in VA. The house is not bolted together.
The floors, at the junction areas are sagging and the wood is splitting, which makes me
concerned that the house was not boited at those locations at all and now concealed. The
house is a three story per the definition of the code because the house plan shows the
flooring installed at the third floor; there is sufficient head room; the stairs were to provided
unrestricted access and are connected to the living area; Milton ran the smoke detector
electrical line etc. They failed to weather proof it allowing for water. It had no guard rails
around the stairs. No thermal envelop was delivered or created. No instructions for
setting three story houses are included in the set instructions. Barlow engineering
promptly corrected their document, now calling the space out as a third floor.

This definition is from the IBC 2009 handbook:

ATTIC. Several provisions apply to the attic area of a building, such as those
relating to :

ventilation of the attic space. In order to fully clarify that portion of a building
defined as an .

attic, Section 202 identifies an attic as that space between the ceiling beams at

the top story N— .
e T A R e R e b ¢
and the roof rafters. AntatlicidesBRaton S IaDoe

considered 3
occilpiapleWhere tHIS AT HaS HOOE TEN BT P e RS A
common misuse of

terminology is the designation of a space as a habitable or occupiable attic. Such
a

designation is inappropriate insofar as once such a space is utilized for some
degree of

occupancy, it is no longer deemed an attic.

Loudoun says the state needs ensure the compliance with 13 VAC 5-91-270. Eric stated
the compliance is a function for the County.



—

‘the top story

From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, December 21, 2012 6:49 AM

To: Shelton, Bill (DHCD)

Cc: Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Chris Thompson, Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); McMahan, Alan
(DHCD)

Subject: Enforcement of IBSR, 13 VAC 5-91-270 (Mandamus)

Dear Mr. Shelton,

DHCD indicates that enforcement/compliance with 13VAC 5-91-270 is a function of the
local building code official and the local building code official indicates that it is the function
of DHCD. 13 VAC 5-91-40 states that the SBCAQ is "designated as the administrator's
representative for the enforcement of this chapter and shall act as the building
official for registered industrialized buildings."

Part of the mess-—- Under 13 VAC 5-91-270, the industrialized house needs to be set per
the manufacturer's instructions. Milton staff participated in the "set" and the contract and
performance agreement we signed require Milton to complete the set (although it should
be noted it was subsequently discovered they were and are not licensed to do so, nor do
the appear to be certified to do business in VA per the SCC). The manufacturer's
installation instructions are incorporated by reference as part of the data plate and were
"approved" by the CAA. (Mr. Vernon Hodge was mailed a copy of the install procedures).
NTA Inc. failed to notify the SBCAOQ that they signed a new contract with now Milton (13
VAC 5-91-40, inspection and enforcement. "The compliance assurance agency will notify
the SBCAO within 30 days of signing a new contract...”).

The instruction/procedure manual for the setting of my units does not included anything for
a third floor nor a staircase terminating in the third floor as in this case. (It should be noted
that a modular expert | have consulted with states the stairs to the third floor were installed
at the factory which impacts code requirements, thermal envelop requirements, and design
compliance under 13 VAC 5-91-250 @ 1).

This definition is from the IBC 2009 handbook incorporated as a standard in the
IBSR at 13 VAC 5-91~160:

ATTIC, Several provisions apply to the attic area of a building, such as those
relating to

ventilation of the attic space. In order to fully clarify that portion of a building
defined as an

attic, Section 202 identifies an attic as that space between the ceiling beams at

hhhh

on of a space as a habita le or oécuplable attic. Such

designation is inappropriate insofar as once such a space is utilized for some degree
of
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occupancy, it is no fonger deemed an attic.

My house came with an installed third floor, unfettered acces to the third floor, an electric
line for the third floor smoke detector, a light switch to the third floor, and ample
headroom. Barlow Engineering performed certain calculations within the project and
correctly calls the space a "third floor" (your staff has received a copy of their stamped
engineered documents). '

There are other significant deficiencies in the setting and procedure manual for the house,
including that the units were not bolted together, easily visible in the basement. The house
cantilevered over the foundation wall along "west wing" bump out. The manual does not
allow for units that do not "line up" with the foundation...and the list continues.

Your staff appears to have adopted the position that they_are not the authority that ensures
compliance with 13 VAC 5-91-270 (setting per the manufacturer's instructions) even
though 13 VAC 5-91-40 states that the SBCAO is "designated as the administrator's
representative for the enforcement of this chapter and shall act as the building
official for registered industrialized buildings."

As the :’Awdﬁ;‘nin_istrator,
s oty ey -‘,‘ 21N, ke ”in
enstire ERforcement.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Milari Madison



From: Hunter Madison [mailto: huntermadlsonZOOZ@yahoo com]

Sent: Saturday, December 22, 2012 8:31 AM

To: Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Chris Thornpson

Ce: Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); McMahan Alan (DHCD)
Subject: Third floor, Stairway definition

- Eric, Cindy, and Chris,

The stairway was installed and deSIQned to provade unobstructed access tothe  third floor.

A e T

- G stherhiot thirdsfloor. The stalnvay, is shown in
the plan from the second ﬂoor to the third ﬂoor continuos and without interruption, with
3/4" plywood designed and installed between the knee walls. NTA Inc. should be required
to correct their "approved"” plans, data plate certification, and approved manufacturer's
installation procedures. NTA Inc. erroneously identified the house as being .code
compliant and a "two-story", when in fact it is a three story.

IBC Chapter 10

STAIRWAY. One or more flights of stairs, either exterior or interior, with the necessary
landings and platforms connecting them,
to form a continuous and uninterrupted passage from one level to another.

This definition is from the IBC 2009 handbook:

ATTIC. Several provisions apply to the attic area of a building, such. as those
relating to

.ventilation of the athc space. In order to fully clarify that portion of a building
defined as an

attic, Section 202 identifies an attic as that space between the ceiling beams at
the top story .

andthe roof rafters. Aiie

common misuse of

terminology is the designation of a space as a habitable or occupiable attic. Such
a .

designation is inappropriate insofar as once such a space is utilized for some
degree of

occupancy, it is no longer deemed an attic.
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McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

From: ' Hunter Madison {huntermadison2002@yahoo.com] =

Sent: _ Saturday, December 29, 2012 8:23 AM . (

To: mmelis@oag.state.va.us; Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD) ‘

Cc: : Hodge, Vernon (DHCD): McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Chris Thompson;
Rodgers, Emory (DHCD)

Subject: Third floor, Stairway definition (see Figure 13)

Attachments: Scan.pdf

The Integrity Installation Systems and Procedures For Setting Modular Housing, approved by NTA Inc. "Feb. 02, 2010",
Figure 13 (as mailed to Vernon Hodge and attached hereto), delineates "critical area of set (stairs)" and "proper stair
alignment for two-story unit”. The drawing FURTHER shows that the stairs were installed at the factory. The stairs were
designed, as approved by NTA [ne. to provide unfettered access fo the third floor. This is a design failure that fails to
comply with the code 13 VAC 5-91-250 which states "the design of the building has been found by a compliance
assurance agercy to be in full compliance with this chapter”. NTA Inc., selected by DHCD as "specially qualified"
erroneously certified compliance. The duty of the interpretation of a third floor does not apply; it is clear and unambiguos.

13 VAC 5-91-160 "the 2009 editions of the International Codes are incorporated by reference as the Construction
standards for use with these regulations”. The space was never restricted by NTA Inc. or Milton to being "unfinished attic
space" without access, but with a smoke detector.

The stairway was installed and designed to provide unobsiructed access to the third floor. The IRC
and IBC have similar definitions for a stairway and its function. B e G ne e morcomest
GRS BRI TaYeeE. The stairway, is shown in the plan, from the second floor to
the third floor, continuos and without interruption, with 3/4" plywood designed and installed between
the knee walls. NTA Inc. should be required to correct their "approved" plans, data plate certification,
and approved manufacturer's installation procedures. NTA Inc. erroneously identified the house as
being code compliant and a "two-story", when in fact it is a three story. Second, a house designed”™

with a set of stairs that do not have adequate headroom, does not meet code.

IBC Chapter 10

STAIRWAY. One or more flights of stairs, either exterior or interior, with the necessary landings and
platforms connecting them,

to form a continuous and uninterrupted passage from one level to another.
This definition is from the IBC 2009 handbook:

ATTIC. Several provisions apply to the attic area of a building, such as those relating to
ventilation of the attic space. In order to fully clarify that portion of a building defined as an

attic, Section 202 identifies an attic as that space between the ceiling beams at the top story
and the roof rafters. Ankatt Ol ¥ considered

S WS Ethisa H6e Tla B dEtned 154 Stoh: A common misuse of
terminology is the designation of a space as a habitable or occupiable attic. Such a
designation is inappropriate insofar as once such a space is utilized for some degree of

occupancy, it is no longer deemed an attic.

e

~ In addition, the roof truss éystem was not installed/engineered properly (the installation function was
Milton's obligation under the Performance Agreement) resulting in a roof roll. One quote from H.L.S.
Construction estimates the repair at $75,000. The ceilings on the second floor continue to crack and
buckle. -

7

N

Although NTA Inc. affirmed to DHCD that "all complaints will be resolved", this complaint has not
been resolved.






From: Hodge, Vernon (PHCD)

Sent: Friday, January 04, 2013 4:27 PM

To: Davis, Cindy (DHCD)

Cc: Melis, Mike F.; Hunter Madison; Gina Schaecher; Chris Thompson; McMahan, Alan (DHCD)
Subject: RE: Status of Madison Appeal

We need to copy all involved in the appeal in any correspondence. The last IFF identified the only issue in
Ms. Madison’s appeal as the statement by the SBCO about not being able to take any action against
Integrity since they were out of business. That statement has now been modified, so Ms. Madison was
going to review the SBCO's new position to see if it would enable her to withdraw her appeal. She
corresponded with Ms. Melis asking for an agreement to be drafted and Mr. Melis respanded that the
SBCO’s current position stands an its own.

Ms. Madison stills need to decide whether she Is going to withdraw the current appeal. Depending on her
response, Review Board staff will decide if there’s anything to do.

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical Review Board
State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire'Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial; {804) 371-7174

Email: Vernon.Hodge @ DHCD.virginia.gov
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From: Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, January 05, 2013 8:38 AM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD)

Cc: Melis, Mike F.; Chris Thompson; McMahan, Alan (DHCD); GSchaecher@reesbroome.com; Ralph Rinaldi;
Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); sjack@oag.state.va.us; Steve
Rodgers : '

Subject: Re: Status of Madison Appeal

Please know that T am. grateful that the SBCAO has sent the November 19, 2012 letter to
Milton.

The appeal was solicited from the SBCAO and affirmed as necessary by Emory Rodgers on
August 29, 2012 ("Ms. Davis has responded to you on these matters. The due process is
for you to appeal her decisions to the State Technical Review Board"). The November 19,
2012 correction letter only addresses a limited issue, not the many problems/violations,
and is addressed to Richard Rowe. I have been harmed by the decision by the SBCAO to
not take action and the appeal was necessary, otherwise it is a thing decided and I am
without recourse.

Under § 36-114, it is stated that the Review Board shall have the duty to hear all
appeals from decisions arising under application of the rules and
regulations implementing the Industrialized Building Safety Law.

Relying upon apparently erroneous information provided by Milton, through Richard Rowe,
and contrary to two letters from lawyers and documentation provided from the PA State
Corporation Commission, the SBCAQ took the position that they would not take action
because the "company was out of business". This failure to act, because the "company
was out of business", was without authority granted by the General Assembly and contrary
to 13 VAC 5-91-60. "In accordance with § 36-82 of the Code of Virginia, whenever the
administrator shall find any violation of this chapter, he shall order the person responsible
therefor (typo) to bring the building into compliance within a reasonable time, to be fixed
in the order. In addition, as a requirement of this chapter, the administrator may request
assistance from the building official for enforcement of this section.”

The plans, as’erroneously certified by the CAA in violation of 13 VAC 5-91-250, do not
meet building code. The professional and "specially qualified" parties knew that there was
a "problem” with the stairs, concealed this fact, and willfully delivered and set the house
anyway without any plan to bring the house into compliance.

As to whether or not the TRB has the authority to "not hear an appeal because a code
violation has been remedied”, or in this case that the SBCAO has issued a limited
correction notice/inquiry, is the partial subject of a request for an advisory opinion that will
be submitted by a state senator as planned for at the end of February 2013. The TRB
has the TdlRE toihear-allappeals. Any reliance upon previous case decisions is limited to
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the meaning and intent of the building code secﬁon, nothing more. The SBCAQ needed to
write up the violations per 13 VAC 5-91-60 but elected not to.

I do appreciate the fact that the SBCAO has decided to take some action with respect to
the stairways (STAIRWAY. One or more flights of stairs, either exterior or interior, with the
necessary landings and platforms connecting them, to form a continuous and
uninterrupted passage from one level to another). Howaever, it is remains concerning
that the CAA, to my knowledge, has not yet been cited that the design does not meet -
code (13 VAC 5-91-250), the SBCAO has no notice that NTA Inc. is/was the CAA for Milton
(13 VAC 5-91-40 at B), the CAA affirmed that all complaints will be "fully resolved" but has
not done so (13 VAC 5-91-200 at 6), the manufacturer's data plate remains incorrect for
the square footage, R value, and electrical system (13 VAC 5-91-245), the house was not
set per the manufacturer's installation instructions (13 VAC-91-270), and that unlicensed
Milton staff entered the house, demolished the wall along the stairs to the third floor
without any permit or written permission (103.5 Reconstruction, alteration or

repair, causing the structure to become more unsafe or lower existing levels of health and

safety).

Should Mr. Melis advise that his client's position stand on its "own", due process requires
that the TRB must "hear all appeals”". The TRB should find that the SBCAO has no
authority under the code to NOT take action because a company "is out of business".

Respectfully,

Milari- Madison
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From: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)

Sent: Monday, January 07, 2013 8:19 AM

To: 'Hunter Madison'; Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Gina Schaecher; Chris Thompson
Cc: Melis, Mike F.

Subject: RE: Status of Madison Appeal

Parties and counsel:

Based on the response below by Ms. Madison, Review Board will draft a staff document outlining Ms.
Madison’s issues as well as identifying the jurisdiction issues discussed at the informal fact-finding
conferences. The staff document will be distributed to the parties for review and comment and we will
establish a timeframe for the submittal of additional documents or written arguments. A hearing will then
be scheduled before the Review Board. The hearing will be tentatively scheduled for March 15, 2013,

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Speaallst and Secretary, State Technical Review Board
State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email: Vernon.Hodge @DHCD.virginia.gov




From:; Hunter Madison [mailto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2013 11:20 AM ,

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Davis, Cindy (DHCD)

Cc: Melis, Mike F.; Ralph Rinaldi; Gina L. Schaecher; Chris Thompson; sjack@oagq.state.va.us; Shelton, Bill
(DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

Subject: Request to Subpoena Records

Dear Mr. Hodge,
The more experts I have look at this building, the more problems are identified.

According to Mr. Melis, NTA Inc. did not notify DHCD that they would provided services to
Integrity/Milton (a violation of 13 VAC 5-91-40 @ B). If it is the intent of this process to
cure the problems, I remain grateful and therefore state as follows:

It is reasonable for the Review Board to subpoena (as provided for in the law) the factory
production records for the third floor, that will show the trusses, design, production
documents of the third/floor attic, heights, installation of the plywood in the third floor
between the knee walls, knee wall placement (which differs from the plan provided to the
county and was a definitive decision made by engineering or Milton), insulation
installation (R value), location of smoke detector, the light switch/electric to the third floor,
and all inspection records of the units and approved production process from NTA Inc (to
build three stories/habitable attic spaces) and from Miiton. The builder/McNutt mentioned
to me that there was a problem with the stairs to the third floor. The company knew of
the "problem™ and shipped the units anyway. The records required should show whether
or not the stairs/units were inspected by NTA Inc., whether the infractions as noted
through the Milton's inspection reports were corrected, and whether or not the stairs were
installed on-site or at the factory (see 13 VAC 5-91-250 2).

The production documents should be requested with regard to the insufficient head
clearance height from floor one to floor two. How can the engineering/production
documents as compared to the inspection documents be that off, causing a code violation?

The production documents should be included to show how the channel steel beam was
affixed to the board holding up the family room (it appear to be a few screws) and
whether or not the steel channel was predrilled as there are no bolts installed as called for
in the installation manual and on the foundation plan. This process must have been
approved of by NTA Inc., under 13 VAC 5-91-270 and 13 VAC 5-91-245 10).

Thank you for your assistance.

Milari Madison



From: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)

Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2013 2:14 PM

To: Hunter Madison

Cc: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Melis, Mike F.; Gina Schaecher; Chris Thompson; McMahan, Alan (DHCD)
Subject: RE: Request to Subpoenha Records

Ms. Madison,

Only the Review Board can make a decision as to whether any records need to be subpoenaed for an
appeal situation and that can only occur at a hearing. You can address that issue with the Review Board at
your hearing and if they agree that records that you couldn’t abtain are necessary or relevant for the issue
or issues under appeal, then they may decide to continue the hearing to issue the subpoena.

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist and Secretary, State Technical Review Board
State Building Cades Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development

Direct Dial: (304) 371-7174

Email: Vernon.Hodge@DHCD.virginia.gov




From: Hunter Madison [maitto:huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 7:26 AM

To: Thompson, Chris

Cc: Judy ( DPOR); Sherell (DPOR); “apelscidla@dpor.virginia.gov"; Cindy ( DHCD) Davis; Eric ( DHCD)
Leatherby; Bill; Gina Schaecher; Ralph Rinaldi; Emory; Vernon { DHCD) Hodge; Alan ( DHCD) McMahan
Subject: Engineering (Milton/Integrity/NTA Inc)

Dear Mr. Thompson,

Can you let me know if the plans provided to the county for the modular
construction, as submitted by NTA Inc., bear the “"signed imprint of the seal"

licensed professional engineer as required under 9VAC25-790-1607

The foundation plan and load calculation confirmation that were provided to me by
Richard Rowe/Integrity, do not appear to contain such a stamp so | have asked
DPOR to look at this. It then caused me to ask whether or not NTA Inc. actually

stamped the plans because the copy | have at home does NOT bear the seal.

Milari Madison

540-882-3160
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From: Thompson, Chris [mailto:Chris. Thompson@loudoun.gov]

Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 9:12 AM

To: Hunter Madison

Cc: Duff, Judy (DPOR); Queen, Sherell (DPOR); DPOR: Board for Architects, Professional Engineers Land
Surveyo (DPOR); Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Gina Schaecher; Ralph
Rinaldi; Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

Subject: RE: Engineering (Milton/Integrity/NTA Inc)

Mrs. Madison,
The construction documents do not bear a licensed professional engineer seal.
Chris Thompson

28
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Additional Documents Submitted
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McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

From: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD)
( ant: Monday, February 25, 2013 11:52 AM
.0 McMahan, Alan (DHCD)
Subject: FW: Madison supplement as permitted by January 30, 2013 letter, #12-05
Attachments: Madison supplerent té Board-12-5.pdf

Vernon Hodge, CBO, Technical & Code Development Specialist
State Building Codes Office

Division of Building and Fire Regulation

Va. Department of Housing and Community Development
Direct Dial: (804) 371-7174

Email: Vernon.Hodge @DHCD. virginia.gov

From: Hunter Madison [mailto: huntermadison2002@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2013 11:46 AM

To: McMahan, Alan (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); ""sjack@oag.state.va.us™; Chris Thompson; Davis, Cindy (DHCD);
Leatherby, Eric (DHCD); Shelton, Bill (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory (DHCD); Steve Rodgers; ""mmelis@oaqg.state.va,us™

Cc: Ralph Rinaldi; "GSchaecher@reesbroome.com”

Subject: Madison supplement as permitted by January 30, 2013 letter, #12-05

Dear Mr. McMahan,
C Zached, please find my supplement that I wish to have included in the appeal to the Board.
Thank you for your assistance.

Milari Madison



Milari Madison
40153 Janney Street
P.0.Bo 302
Waterford, VA 20197
540-882-3160

IN THE APPEAL OF MILARI MADISON TO THE REVIEW BOARD, Ms. Madison
states the following: |

The appeal was initiated becausg Ms. Cindy Davis/DHCD erroneously took the position,
alllegedly based on information provided to her from Milton, Richard Rowe, that the company
was no longer in business. In fact, the company only changed its name, and regardless of a name
phange only, a correction notice may be sent to the responsible party. The Davis letter stated that
Ms. Madison had to appeal the letter, or it was a thing decided and no other procedural redress
exists. "The Review Board shall have the power and duty to hear all appeals from decisions
arising under application of the rules and regulations implementing the Industrialized Building
Safety Law."

ARTIES

Milari Madison is an individual and the owner of the property located at 40153 J anney
Street, Waterford, VA 20197.

Milton Home Systems, Inc., f/k/a Integrity Building Systems, Inc. (“Milton”) is a
Pennsylvania corporation with its principal place of business at, or formerly at, 2435 Housels
Run Roa&, Milion, PA 17847. At all times relevant to the Complaint', Milton was a manufacturer
of modular buildings and performed on-site installation and services, unlicensed in Virginia.

Darren McNutt is an individual and on information anci belief does business under name’

Convenient Installations with his principal place of business at 371 McKinnon Dr., Xilgore, TX



75662. Mr. McNutt’s previous address was 351 Thistle Ridge Ln, Ranson, WV 25438. Mr.
McNutt positioned himself as an experienced builder that sets modular houses and a sales agent
of modular houses manufactured by Milton. A misdemeanor conviction has been secured by the
Virginia Department of Professional and Occupational Regulation (“DPOR”) with respect to his
unlicensed performance in the instant matter.

It remains improper that Mr. Vernon Hodge has selectively omitted NTA Inc. as a
party when even DHCD requested that NTA Inc. be noticed as a party.

From: Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 3:40 PM

To: McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

Ce: Davis, Cindy (DHCD); Hodge, Vernon (DHCD); Rodgers, Emory
(DHCD) :

Subject:

Please notify NTA of the upcoming IFF and TRB hearings. Ms. Madison
has made many references to them in her e-mails to us and in her formal
complaint. She feels they are directly responsible for the problems in her
home.

NTA, Inc.

Mr. Eric Tompos, P.E.
305 North Oakland Ave.
P.O. Box 490
Nappanee, IN 46550

Thank you.
NTA, Inc. ("NTA”) is an Indiana corporation with its principal place of business at 305
North Oakland Avenue, PO Box 490, Napinanee, IN 46550. NTA is a compliance assurance
agency that is required to comply with the Uniform Statewide Building Code (*USBC”), DPOR
regulations, the regulations promulgated by the Virginia Department of Housing and Community

Development (“DHCD”), the Industrialized Building Safety Regulations (“IB SR™), the Virginia



Consumer Protection Act (“VCPA™), and other applicable Virginia law 1. NTA conducted the
compliance assurance functions, including but not limited whether the modular home
manufactured by Milton complied with the USBC and other applicable codes and regulation,
with respect o the house manufactured by Milton?.

Martin Sickle is an individual that identified himself as an “owner” of Integrity Business
Systems (now Milton), assisted in the design of the house, facilitated the engineering, made
representations related to the high quality and manufacturing standards of the product and the
“rigorous” oversights of the compliance assurance agency (NTA Inc.), acted as the sales agent,
performed sales visits to Loudoun County, inspected the site, provided a factory tour, provided
assurances of the Milton’s solvency, negotiated the majority of the details of the transaction,
provided design plans and recommendations and oversaw changes, signed the Performance
Agreement, and further induced Ms. Madison into signing the Modular House Contract by
providing a pre-payment discount and other promises on behalf of Milton.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

1. The Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) promulgates
regulations for industrialized buildings, often referred to as modular buildings, through the
Industrialized Building Safety Regulations (IBSR). The IBSR provides for the administration
and enforcement of uniform, statewide standards and includes the model codes and standards
that industrialized buildings must meet. Industrialized buildings (IB) are built in a factory and
may contain concealed components, such as structural systems, wiring, plumbing and
mechanical ductwork to mention a few. The State Building Code Administrative Office
(SBCAOQ) is the Building Official for IB’s. The SBCAO aceredits third-party Compliance
Assurance Agencies (CAA) to review designs, inspect construction and certify the buildings
through the application of a Virginia Registration Seal. The performance of the CAA is
typically monitored by DHCD.

2. 13 VAC 5-91-40 requires that the compliance assurance agency will notify the SBCAO
within 30 days of signing a new contract or terminating an existing contract with any
manufacturer. Ms. Madison requested a copy of NTA Inc's compliance with this requifement
prescribed by legislature and was advised by Mr. Melis that the document does not exist.



In May of 2011, Ms. Madison entered into two associated contracts for the manufacture
and installation of a modular home at 40153 Janney Street, Waterford in Loudoun County
Virginia. The Contract For the Modular House # C-484709, dated May 5, 2011, was entered into
by Ms. Madisc')n and Darren McNutt d/b/a Convenient Installation (“builder” and “contractor™),
who was acting in the capacity of sales and installation agent for Milton, for the manufacture and
installation of a modular home (the “Modular House Contract”). Contemporaneously with the
Modular House Contract, Milton entered into a Performance Agreement with Ms. Madison (the
“Performance Agreement”) guarantying Darren McNutt’s performance under the Modular House
Contract. Additionally, Mr. Martin Sickle acted as the sales agent for Milton negotiating a
substantial discount incentive to enter the sales contract and the Performance Agreement (signed
on May 4, 2011), utilized as an inducement to enter the contract.

Darren McNutt d/b/a Convenient Installation represented to Ms. Madison as an
inducement to enter into the Modular House Contract that he was “licensed and insured.” Darren
McNutt d/b/a Convenient Installation was in fact not licensed in Virginia and not insured. Ms.
Madison was first told by Milton that Mr. McNﬁtt was neither licensed or insured in Virginia.

Milton was uninsured, unlicensed, and not certified to conduct business, or to perform
services as stated, provided, and obligated to Ms. Madison.

The Modular House Contract inter alig provided that: (i) the house would be delivered
within four to six weeks after approval and/or receiving of the final prints and receipt of
payment; (ii) Convenient Installation/Milton were responsible for the accurateness and
completeness of the house plans; and (iii) that the modular units would be bolted together in the
basement and fastened to the sill plate and that the panelized roof sections and sun room panels

would be installed. Modular House Contract at paragraph 2.
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The Modular House Contract provided a structural warranty and a warranty that the
obligations under the Modular House Contract would be performed in a good and workmanlike
manner and in accordance with best industry practices. Modular House Contract at parégraph 5.

The Modular House Contract provided that should Darren McNutt d/b/a Convenient
Installation fail to timely perform, Milton would satisfy the McNutt d/b/a Convenient
Installatioﬁ’s obligations under the Modular House Contract. Modular FHouse Contract at
paragraph 6.

The Performance Agreement provided that should Darren McNutt d/b/a Convenient
Installation fail to materially perform its obligations, Milton would perform those obligations.
Performance Agreement at paragraph 1. |

At the time the Modular House Contract and the Performance Agreement were signed,
and the drawings for the manufacture of the house had been agreed upoﬂ, Ms. Madison wire
transferred $254,239. This amount, plus a $4,500 drawiné fee to be applied for the “stamped”
house drawings created by Milton, and stamped as code compliant by NTA. Inc., brought the total
paid for the house to $258,739.

During the house drawing and specification period, Darren McNuit moved. Ms. Madison
continued to work with Mr. McNutt but also directly with Milton and Mr, Martin Sickle.

By email dated May 6, 2011, Mr. Martin Sickle notified Ms. Madison that Milton had
received payment under the Modular House Contract and asks, “when can we deliver your -
house”.

According to the Modular House Contract, the modular units were to be manufactured,
delivered and installed by the end of June 2011. The modular units were not delivered until July

18, 2011 to the “staging area”.



Ms. Madison was informed that there was a “problem?” with the stairs from the second
floor going to the third floor. Although the stairs were to be designed to be generous in
proportion, 4 feet in width, to provide access to the third floor living space (a significant portion
of the overall living space of the house), the stairs dead-ended into the roof line, cannot be used

as access to the third floor and fail to meet building code.

From: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>
To: MartyS@integritybuild.com

Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 4:45 PM

Subject: stairs

Marty,

Iran into Darren at the lot. He told me about the stajrs. Maybe you can make a
square circular stair that they may have had in older houses. I have contacted a ,

company called Duvinage in Hagerstown, MD. Their telephone number is 800-
541-2645.

Milari

1t should be noted, that Barlow Engineering, that performed various calculations in this project,

corrected the engineered drawing by properly calling out the house as three-stories.

----- Forwarded Message -~

From: Mark Neal <mneal@barlow-engineering.com>

To: 'Hunter Madison' <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>
Cc: Chris.Thompson@loudoun.gov

Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 12:36 PM

Subject: RE: Madison house

Mrs. Madison & Mr. Thompson,

Attached is a revised copy of the shearwall calculations we provided to IBS for the G-
484709-2 plan, The only revision we made was on the Main House summary sheet

showing the roof as a 3" floor. The calculations were done correctly originally but we
didn't call the habitable attic a floor.,

I trust this will clarify our portion of the design and 1 wish you the best in resolving your
issues.

™o
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Please contact our office with any questions or comments.
Thanks,

.Mark Neal
Barlow Engineering, P.C.
6612 Six Forks Rd.

Suite 104
Raleigh, NC 27615

(919) 845-1600

Milton assured Ms. Madison that they would rectify the matter, but did not do so,
breaching warranty and the Virginia Consumer Protection Act.

The stairs were designed, manufactured for placement in the modular boxes and installed -
in violation of the building code. As designed, built, set, and delivered the third floor living
space could not be safely or reasonably accessed, the area around the second floor stairs could
not be finished, the hole in the ceiling created by the deficient stairs allowed heat to escape in a
portion of the house that could not be used, as no thermal envelop was created as required under
the Contract or set procedures, the house has not been bolted together per the set instructions, the
ceilings and walls continue to crack, the incorrect window sizes have not been replaced, floors
are not level, doors are buckling, and Ms. Madison remains without a permanent occupancy
permit. -

Temporarily returning for ti‘le installation the house on the foundation, after two days, M.
McNutt abandoned the project. Many of the aspects of the house remained uninstalled, not fully
installed or imi)roper, including but not limited to the application of a partial roof tarp, fastening
the boxes together, proper installation of the roof panels, failure to level boxes, soffits and fascia

so the metal roof could be installed, and ensuring that the structure weather tight.



-

Mr. McNutt and Milton's own on-site staff failed to follow Milton's installation
procedures as approved of by NTA Inc., and the manufacturer guidelines to instail weather proof
tape where the roof panels met anid where puncture holes were where created by the crane, and _
the manufacturer's guidelines for the fire places and chimney, all a violation of the USBC and
IBSR.

Prior to signing the Modular House Contract, Ms. Madison was repeatedly told by both
Mr. McNutt and Mr. Sickle that, with respect to the house interior, that she would be responsible
for “minimal drywall repair at the marriage sites”, and that a plumber and electrician would need
to perform “minimal” connections “in the basement”, about a “half-day”. The reality was
something quite different. The house failed to meet building code as delivered from the factory
and as a failure to set in accordance with the law.

Milton, through Mr. Sickle, represented that as installed the house would be weather
tight’. This is extremely important for modular houses because the interior walls and ceiling are
delivered finished and, therefore, water cannot be allowed into the house. Every time it rained,
water poured into the house, including over and the through the finished walls and ceilings. As
mildew set in, as part of the remediation, Ms. Madison had to remove and replace the house
insulation, and repair extensive water damage. Milton knew that the water was entering the
house and took little affirmative action.

After Darren McNutt abandoned the house installation without completion, it became

clear that the house as manufactured by Milton contained substantial defects and/or was not

3. Pursuant to VA Code, section, § 36-106. It shall be unlawful for any person, finn or
corporation, on or after the effective date of any Code provisions, to violate any such provisions.
Any such violation shall be deemed a misdemeanor. Within this context, "Decent, safe, and
sanitary dwelling" includes, in part, that a dwelling “is weather tight”.

I Ta B
[ S S



consiructed in conformance with the building code, or in accordance with the approved plan.
Ms. Madison called upon Milton under the Performance Agreement to complete the installation
of the house and to rectify the manufacturing defects and building code violations. Ms. Madison
also called upon NTA Inc. Milton through Mr. Sickle and subsequently through Richard Rowe,
repeatedly promised to cure certain defects, but in fact did very little in a beneficial manner to
cure the defects and the building code violations with little to no communication even though
full payment had been extended*.

- Milton sent unlicensed workers to the sight several times. These visits were often weeks
apart and without notice. During this time and at no time, would Milton commit to providing the
resources necessary to complete the installation of the house and to cure the defects, including
the items that did not comply with the building code and the deviations from the approved plaﬁ.

These visits, often after regular business hours and into the night (Ms. Madison now
believes that the reason for working after buéiness hours was so that Milton could avoid the
Loudoun County building officials because they were not licensed in Virginia nor did they
obtained required permits), did not yield any significant improvement in the status of the house
with the work appearing rushed and poorly executed. On one evening, without notice, Ms.
Madison discovered the Milton crew in the house after they had demolished, without permission,
a wall from the second floor to the third floor along the staircase’. Without written approval, the

Milton crew was attempting to create a hole for a spiral staircase to the thixd floor only to

4, In Rader 15 Va. App. at 330, 423, the Court held that a “general lack of communication
with the homeowners” is probative of fraudulent intent.

5. In accordance with § 36-99 of the Code of Virginia and in accordance with the USBC, the
. installation or erection of industrialized buildings and alterations, additions, or repairs to
industrialized buildings are regulated by the USBC. Further, work performed at the Ms.
Madison's's property required a permit that Milton failed to obtain,



discover that it would not “work” as engineered and worked upon €. The Milton crew simply
walked away from that project leaving additional hazardous conditions as a result of their
unauthorized demolition, including dangling “hot” electrical wires, demolition debris, and a void
to the first floor without any rail installed, creatiﬁg additional code violations 7.

In spite of empty promises, around this time and after waiting weeks and months for
Milton to cure the defects, during which time Milton apparently sold a substantial portion of the
assets of the business, Ms. Madison sought DPOR’s assistance only to find that neither
Convenient Installation nor Miltt;n were licensed in Virginia. Ms. Madison also learned (was
told by Milton's counsel) that insurance carried by Milton would “not” cover damages and
losses, nor did any structural “warranty” exist as called for within the Contract ®. After Milton
learned that the Ms. Madison made inquires to DPOR and learned that Milton was in fact not
licensed in Virginia, contrary to misrepresentations relied upon, on November 1, 2011, Mr.
Richard Rowe of Milton e-mailed Ms. Madison and stated that “We can no longer provide
s;ervice, since you brought it to the attention of the state that the builder you bought the home
from was not licensed ...” In fact, Milton never had any intention of standing behind the
Contract through the Performance Agreement, in part because they were not able to under the
law, ab initio. The language Milton used in order to induce Ms. Madison into signing the

Contract, was predicated on an obligation confrary to the law.

6. Found in Rader, 15 Va. App. at 330, 423 S.E.2d at 210, failure to apply for a permit gives
-rise to an inference of fraudulent intent.

7. The USBC, section 103.5, Reconstruction, alteration or repair, states: “The following
criteria is applicable to reconstruction, alteration or repair of buildings or structures: 1. Any
reconstruction, alteration or repair shall not adversely affect the performance of the building or
structure, or cause the building or structure to become unsafe or lower existing levels of health
and safety.” - ‘

8. Through discovery, Ms. Madison located three pages of a multi-page warranty
registration document upon which her name is forged.
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On December 8, 2011, Ms. Madison contacted DHCD directly for assistance. In April

2012, DHCD came for a site visit.
-—--- Forwarded Message -—-- :
From: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.com>
To: "Larry.brock@dhcd.virginia.gov" <Larry.brock@dhed.virginia.gov>
Ce: "chris.thompson@loudoun.gov" <chris.thompson@loudoun.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2011 6:35 AM
Subject: Integrity Building Systems, lcon Legacy
The house is not eligible for a permanent occupancy permit because of the building code defects
manufactured into the house by Milton and as approved of by NTA Inc®.

With respect to NTA Inc, having approved the Milton manufactured modular house
permit documents, process and procedures, providing an erroneous Electrical Load Calculation,
and erroneously certifying that the house meets applicable building code, NTA failed to perform
its obligations under the law and to the substantial detriment of Ms. Madison.

As a direct cause of NTA, Inc's failure to ensure that the design met zipplicablc code
consistent with the IBSR and other Virginia law including those adopted under 13 VAC 5-91-
160, use of model codes and standards, and falsely stating otherwise by applying conformance
stickers, Ms. Madison alleges that NTA Inc. is negligent and a party in the matter.

" NTAInc. violated law, duty, and statutes and regulations enacted for public safety and
protection. Ms. Madison is a member of the class for whose benefit the legislature enacted
statutes and regulations to protect. Ms. Madison paid a fee as a line item in the product quote for

approved drawings, certification stickers and engineering seals for NTA Inc's goods and services.

The statutory violation is a proxima’pe cause of injury. The IBSR, 13 VAC 5-91-30, is in place to

9. By letter dated November 19, 2012 sent from DHCD to Mr. Richard Rowe of Milton,
DHCD sites the headroom violations from the stairs from the “first floor to the second floor” and
from the “second floor to the third floor/attic”, violating Sections R311.7.2 and requests a “plan
of corrective action®, ‘ : '

L
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“ensure safety fo life, health, and property through compliance with uniforin statewide
construction standards for industrialized building”. Ms. Madiosn relied upon the services of
NTA Inc., a Compliance Assurance Agency, for the ;.lnits, plans, manufacturing procedures,
installation procedures, and label stickers. NTA Inc. supplied defective and insufficient services,
defective design plans and permit documents, defective and insufficient inspection and
certification of the product, factory and process, as relied upon by Ms. Madison to cause injury?®,
NTA Ine. is a “Compliance assurance agency” defined under 13 VAC 5-91-10 meaning a
“professional engineer registered in Virginia, or an organization, determined by Department of
Housing and Community Development to be specially qualified by reason of facilities,
personnel, experience, and demonstrated reliability, to investigate, test and evaluate
industrialized buildings; to list such buildings complying with standards at least equal to this
chapter; to provide adequate follow-up services at the point of manufacture to ensure that
production units are in full compliance; and to provide a label as evidence of compliance on each
manufactured section or module.” In Virginia, the standard for professional negligence is the
failure to exercise the standard of care of those ordinarily skilled in the industry. Held out as
“specially qualified”, NTA Ine, in certifying and preparing plans and drawings for Ms. Madison ,
and failing to comply with applicable legislation, failed to exercise skill, ability, and judgment.
The IBSR, section 13 VAC 5-91-250, requires NTA Inc. to affirm under oath that-the

“design” of the building meets code and by affixing a Virginia registration seal thereby attesting

10.  Found in the Virginia Circuit Court for the City of Norfolk Memorandum Opinion,
Entered 3-2010, Civil Docket Nos. CL09-3105 et al. All Pending Chinese Drywall Cases, the
Honorable Mary Jane Hall ruled that the Plaintiff’s pleading met the standard for the negligence
per se claim, and the Court allowed the claim to go forward on the basis of alleged building code
violations. Further, in McGuire v. Hodges, 273 Va. 199,206, 639 S.E. 2d 284, 288 (2007), the
Court confirmed that a plaintiff may properly refer to the building code for the required statutory
violation.

273



fo full compliance, including the testing and evaluation of the building and component parts U,
Ms. Madison foreseeably relied and acted upon the professional's work product, including the
certification that the building design was “code compliant”. The house is not eligible fora
permanent occupancy permit because the house design and plan was defective. Due to NTA,
Inc's negligence, Ms. Madison did not “get” what was bargained for and the product does not
meet its intended pﬁrpose, to serve as a single-family residence with specified requirements.
NTA Inc. is a regulant of DHCD and must be held responsible as provide-d for in the code.

Ms. Madison cannot offer the dwelling for sale. Virginia Code § 36-78 prokhibits a person
from offering for sale such a building unless it conforms with szﬁd rules and regulations. The
house cannot be offered for sale, is a damaged asset and encumbers the underlying real estate
within'a historic district with significant restrictions on demolition and exterior alterations.

Virginia Code § 36-79 requires that any industrialized building shall be deemed to
comply with the stand;clrds of the Board when bearing the label of a compliance assurance
agency, an atfirmation that the dwelling meets code and does not pose a hazard to the safety and
welfare of the public. NTA Inc. was notified that the building failed to mest code, although
erroneously affirmed that the design of the house met code, turned a willfull blind eye with
complete disregard to the obligations and duties owed to the Ms. Madison as prescribed by the

statute. 2. NTA Inc. represented as true what is really false, in such a way as to cause any

11. By e-mail dated November 5, 2012, Mr. Mark Melis, Office of the Attorney General for
DHCD states “we determined that the stairs did not meet applicable headroom requirements.
This determination was based on both Loudoun County's determination as well as the site
inspection completed by Eric Leatherby on April 9, 2012. This issue appeared to arise from a
desigh flaw. 4s a result, there was an IBSR violation.”

12.  In accordance with Virginia Code § 36-83, at 13 VAC 5-91-90, any person, firm or

corporation violating any provisions of this chapter shall be considered guilty of a Class 1
misdemeanor. '



reasonable person to believe it, with the intent that a person will act upon this representation, that
somehow the product met required safety standards and is available for re-sale when in realty the
product is defective, diminished, not what was bargained for, nor does it serve its infended
purpose.

In order for NTA Ine. to become a CAA, written information must be provided to DHCD
under oath intended to be reliéd upon. Required under 13 VAC 5-91-200, section 6 provides for
“procedures to deal with defects™. Based on NTA Ine’s “Quality Manual For Inspection ’
Activities”, NTA Inc. states that "All complaints by ... parties are fully resolved" (5.1 page 12 of
14). Further, @ 5.3 page 12 of 14, NTA states "Corrective action for non-conforming work is to
be performed". When the Ms. Madison contacted the President of NTA Inc, Mr. David Tompos,
on September 16, 2011, NTA Inc. willfully sought to misdirect Ms. Madison, leaving her
“holding the bag” and failed to “resolve” the complaint. NTA Inc. represented as true what is
false, in such a way as to induce a reasonable person to believe it, with the intent that the person
will act upon the (mis)representation. It remains unclear why Mr. Vernon Hodge refused to add
NTA Inc. as a party in this matter and why Ms. Cindy Davis has not required compliance.

In addition, within NTA Inc.'s “Quality Manual For Inspection Activities” NTA Inc.
affirms under cath to DHCD that specific procedures are in place for manufacturers to follow
with NTA Inc. oversight. Found in the “Procedure Fof Continued Evaluation of Plant” at 3-b.
NTA Inc. specifically states “inspectors are expected to identify and advise headquarters...” if the
plant engages in the “Production of significant new designs, such as changing from one-story to
two-story modular” (ISSOP 3.3.3 page 2 of 3, Revised 01/20/04). Milton was not certified to
build three story houses and NTA, Inc. was negligent in turning a blind eye or sﬁnply 50

incompetent as to not realize that the house was three-stories during the audit process and



inspection process of the units™. It was impossible for NTA Inc. to inspect the three story
dwelling, when NTA Inc. operated under or created the erroneous premise that Ms. Madison's
house was a two-story house based on NTA Inc.'s own approval of the “Two Story” permit -

* documents and plan.

NTA Inc. approved Milton's “Installation Systems and Procedures for Setting Modular
Housing”, dated March 7, 2011 stamped by Michael Faller. The document fails to include any
procedure for setting three story modulars™. The manufacturer's installation instructions are for
“ranch style” and “two story” units only'®. Under 13 VAC 5-91-245, the CAA is required to
ensure that the data plate is complete including the “special instructions for handling, installation
and erection of the building” noting that a “list of such instructions that are furnished separately
with the building shall satisfy this requirement”. NTA Inc. failed to ensure that three story
insta]lation instructions were available. NTA Inc. caused the data plate to be incorrect that states
the building is “two-story”, when in fact it is a three story house, also affecting the square

footage calculation and thermal resistance data,

13.  The 2009 International Building Code Handbook as adopted and incorporated within the
IBSR, 13 VAC 5-91-160, defines an attic as follows: “ATTIC. Section 202 identifies an attic as
that space between the ceiling beams at the top story and the roof rafters. An attic designation is
appropriate only if the area is not considered occupiable. Where this area has a floor, it would be
defined as a story. A common misuse of terminology is the designation of a space as a habitable
or occupiable attic. Such a designation is inappropriate insofar as once such a space is utilized
for some degree of occupancy, it is no longer deemed an attic.” The house came with 3/4”
plywood installed at the factory and the non-code compliant staircase to the third floor for use.

14.  The purpose of the installation manual “is to provide field personnel with sufficient
information to enable them to prepare the site and foundation, provide adequate utilities, set the
modular units, complete exterior and interior finishings, and finally turn over the building to the
owner”, page 2 (@ paragraph 1. It should be noted that field personnel included Milton staff.

15. Under VAC 5-91-270, it is required that “persons or firms installing or erecting registered
industrialized buildings shall install or erect the building in accordance with the manufacturer's
instructions”.
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This disregard can be contrasted, for example, to the immediate correction and standard
of care extended by Barlow Engineering. Barlow Engineering performed shear wall and wind
calculations for the project. Upon notification to Barlow, Barlow immediately corrected the
er?or and such corrections have been properly stamped and filed with the code official. NTA had
multiple opportunities to correct the misrepresentations and errors.

Milton staff, allegedly seeking to cure NTA Inc.'s “approved” plan, demolished the wall
along the third floor stairs, leaving hot dangling wires exposed, and unguarded voids to the open
stairwells, caused an unreasonable risk of harm to Ms. Madison and the property in further
violation of the USBC™. The engineered “repair plan” was not sealed or stamped. NTA Inc.
was aware of the stair problem (s) and NTA Inc. had a duty to “provide design review on
engineering documents”. On October 28, 2011, Mr. David Tompos states “We can not approve

the changed plans until we received them from Integrity or the engineer”.. Under oath, NTA Inc.

states they will resolve all complaints but did not and caused Ms. Madison's house to be

ineligible for sale"’.

Under 13 VAC 5-91-250, NTA had a duty and obligation to review, inspect and certify as
building code compliant “the design of the building”, “by the stamp and date of approval on each
design sheet” of the modular units to be manufactured by Milton. NTA Inc. failed to provide and

stamp the design sheets of the “third” floor. NTA did not fulfill this duty and obligation under

the law.

16.  Pursuant to the USBC, 103.5 Reconstruction, alteration or repair. Any reconstruction,
alteration or repair shall not adversely affect the performance of the building or structure, or
cause the building or structure to become unsafe or lower existing levels of health and safety,

17.  The contract between Milton and NTA Inc., with respect to the Ms. Madison's property
has been requested .
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Under 13 VAC 5-91-180 NTA had a duty and obligation to “evaluate industrialized

- _ buildings for compliance” . NTA Inc. failed to ensure that under 13 VAC 5-91-245, that the
manufacturer's data plate is complete and correct as affixed to the house. NTA Inc. failed to
correctly distinguish a two story house from a three-story house, failed to distinguish and assess
thermal resistance values, failed to properly designate the eléctrical service ratings, failed to
determine the design floor live load, and determine the total square footage of the house. Based
upon information and belief, the SBCOA at DHCD agreed that NTA, Inc. erroneously attested to
the accurateness of the data plate specific to 13 VAC 5-91-245 at 11. The data plate states the

amp service is 200 when in reality it is 4001,

--—-- Forwarded Message «—--

From: Martin Sickle <MartyS@inteqritybuild.com>

To: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yshoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 8:15 AM

Subject: RE: Mtr base sizing, two 200 amp panels

We are building the house with 2-200 amp service panels

The code states that the the labels shall be under the direct control of the compliance assurance
agency until “épplied” by the manufacturer to the buildings that “éomply fully with this chapter”.
NTA Inc. was negligent by giving Milton the labels, or affixing them to the house, when they
should have known the building did not meet code and was not eligiblé for such certification.
Through the Performance Agreement, Letter Agreement and installation procedures,
Milton was called upon to complete the project after it was abandoned by Mr. McNutt and
worked on the project extensively prior to entering the Contract. The parties agreed that the

“Contractor will perform its obligations under this contract in a good and workmanlike manner

18.  Ms. Madison expended nearly $12,000 to complete the electrical system when Milton
staff, the “electrician”, could not “fix” or explain why the electrical system was not “working”
when he attempted to connect certain boxes at the site and gave up trying.



and in accordance‘with best industry practices”; that the “Agreement shall be governed and
construed in accordance with the laws of the Commonwealth of Virginia” (including building
code); and that “Contractor is responsible for the accurateness and completeness of the plan®,
Accordingly, the duty of care and the standard of care arise through both the statutes, agreement,
and acceptable industry practice. Milton held themselves as qualified, experienced, experts
through statements and advertisement that state "...Incorporated in May 1999, Integrity Building
Systems is privately owned and operated by an experienced management team with more than
150 years combined experience in the modular housing industry. This experience shows
through in our product...”

Through the Performance Agreement, Milton assumed the responsibilities under the
Contract, including setting functions’. Milton staff participated in the original set and made
additional site visits to work on the project. Under VAC 5-91-270, it is required that “persons or

- firms installing or erecting registered industrialized buildings shall install or erect the building in
'accord.ance with the manufacturer's instructions”. Milton failed to set the units in compliance
with the code and their own installation requirements (a standard of care defined by the law),
and also performed work in a shoddy and deficient manner, including but not limited to the
removal of the staircase wall. Pursuant to USBC, 103.5 Reconstruction, alteration or repair;
“The following criteria is applicable to reconstruction, alteration or repair of buildings or
structures: 1. Any reconstruction, alteration or repair shall not adversely affect the performance

of the building or structure, or cause the building or structure to become unsafe or lower

19.  The Performance Agreement states: “Integrity is the builder of the modular units and
wishes to stand behind and guarantee the performance under CONTRACT FOR MODULAR #
C-484709 in order to provide the Customer assurances that modular are manufactured, delivered
and set on the foundation as provided in CONTRACT FOR MODULAR # C-484709.”
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existing levels of health and safety.” Milton failed to utilized stamped plans by an engineer

(another code violation) and failed to obtain a permit (another code violation).

Milton was fully aware of and took no meaningful action, including but not limited to,
the fact that all three staircases did not meet applicable; refused to install a sufficient tarp over
the roof to ensure the structure was Wleather-tight; refused to nail the second story units to the
first story units at the time of installation; refused to bolt/secure the modular units to each other
and shim them as needed; refused to install exterior sheathing; Milton installed the wrong size
windows, by switching thém in their placement as part of the set process; and altered the plan

without written permission or by approval from authorities.

Requested Relief: Milari Madison requests that Ms. Davis/DHCD be directed to issue

appropriate correction notices for each offense as described against Milton and NTA Inec.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Office of the Attorney General

Kenneth T. Cuccinell, 1T 900 East Main Street
Attorney General Richmond, Virginia 23219
FAX 804-786-2071

804-786-199
February 27,2013 Virginia Relay Service:;
’ 800-828-1120
7-1-1

Via E-Mail (alan.mcmahan@dhcd.virginia.gov)

and Hand Delivery

Alan McMahan, Staff

State Building Code Technical Review Board

Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development
600 East Main Street, Suite 300

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Re:  Appeal of Milari Madison to the Review Board (Appeal No. 12-5)
Dear Ms. Davis:

Pursuant to your January 30, 2013 letter, enclosed please find the State Building Codes
Office’s Response to the Review Board Staff Documient for this appeal. Thank you for your
attention to this matter. Please feel free to call me at (804) 371-7965 if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Mike F. Melis,
Assistant Attorney General

cc: = Cindy Davis
Milari Madison
Chris Thompson
Gina L. Schaecher



VIRGINIA:

BEFORE THE STATE BUILDING CODE
TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD

IN RE: Appeal of Milari Madison
Appeal No. 12-6

RESPONSE TO REVIEW BOARD STAFF DOCUMENT

The State Building Code Administrative Office, currently known as the State Building
Codes Office (“SBCO”), of the Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development,
states as follows in response to the Review Board Staff Document circulated by cover letter
dated January 30, 2011.

L. - SUMMARY OF SBCO POSITION

The issues before the Board in this appeal are framed by Milari Madison’s September 5,
2012, Application for Administrative Appeal, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A. In her
Application, Ms. Madison appeals from the SBCO’s .August 20, 2012, determination to take no
action against the manufacturer of Ms. Madison’s home for any alleged violations of the Virginia
Industrialized Building Safety Regulations (“IBSR™) because, at the time, the SBCO believed the
manufacturer was no longer in business, Disagreeing with the SBCO, Ms. Madison argued that
the manufacturer continued to operate and do business under a new name. The relief sought by
Ms. Madison in her Application is narrow - that the Board direct the SBCO to issue notices of
violation to the manufacturer, as well as the Compliance Assurance Agency (“CAA™), and their
officials, for any applicable IBSR violations,

Since Ms. Madison filed her Application, the SBCO has determined that the
manufacturer changed its name and continues to exist, Accordingly, on November 19, 2012, the

SBCO sent the manufacturer a letter directing it to investigate the only residential code violation
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that the. SBCO has observed and that the SBCO understands continues to exist. The SBCO is
working with the manufacturer in an effort to address this residentiél code violation. Thus, it is
the SBCO’s position that the issue raised in this appeal - whether the manufacturer still exists
and is subject to SBCO oversight - is moot. As for Ms. Madison’s request that the SBCO issue a
Notice of Violation to the CAA, the IBSR. grants the SBCO authority to require manufacturers to
correct code violations. The IBSR does not contemplate requiring a CAA to correct such
violations. And, to the extent any violations arose from on-site installation as opposed to the
design or manufacture of the home’s components in the factory, such violations are not subject to
the SBCO’s authority. For th(;se reasons, Ms. Madison’s appeal must be dismissed,
IL CASE HISTORY AND PERTINENT FACTS

In light of the nature of this appeal and the relief sought in Ms. Madison’s Application,
the SBCO states that the pertinent facts and documents are those that pertain to: 1) the SBCO’s
initial determination that the SBCO’s could not address Ms. Madison’s concerns with the
manufacturer because it ceased to exist, 2) the SBCO’s subsequent determination to address any
potential IBSR violations with the manufacturer which, in fact, is now operating under a
different name, and 3) NTA’s status as the Compliance Assurance Agency. The SBCO objects
to the consideration of facts and documents that do not relate to these determinations, And, to.
the extent Ms, Madison seeks to expand the scope of her appeal beyond the relief requested in
her Application, the SBCO objects to such expansion. In a February 15, 2012 letter, a copy of
which is attached as Exhibit B, the SBCO provided Ms. Madison with its position on various

issues she has raised that are outside the scope of the instant appeal.
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For the purpose of supplementing, clarifying and, where necessary, correcting the
Suggested Statement of Case History and Pertinent Facts set forth in the Review Board Staff
Document, the SBCO states as follows:

1. Ms. Madison filed a Complaint Form, dated December 15, 2011, with the SBCO.
See Complaint Form attached as Exhibit C. In it, she described multiple concerns regarding the
modular home manufactured by a company known at that time as Integrity Building Systems,
Inc., (“Integrity”). NTA, Inc. (“NTA”) was the Compliance Assurance Agency under 13 VAC
5-91-10 for the manufacture of this home.

2. In a December 29, 2011 letter, the SBCO noted its understanding at the time fthat
Integrity was no longer in business and, therefore, the SBCO was unable to cite Integrity for any
potential violations. See December 29, 2011 letter, attached as Exhibit D. Ms. Madison and f.he
SBCO continued communications regarding Ms. Madison’s concerns. In an effort to provide
assistance to her and to verify any potential building code violations caused during the
manufacture of the home in the factory, on April 9, 2012, SBCO personnel visually inspected her
home. See April 9, 2012 File Report re: site inspection, attached as Exhibit E. The only
residential code violations observed were improper headroom in the stairways from the first to
second floor and second floor to third~ﬂoor/attic, and an inconsistency i)etvveen the building
plans showing 200 amp electrical service and the home’s two 200 amp breaker panels for a total

of 400 amp service.

3. By letter dated Aungust.20, 2012, the SBCO formally declined to act on Ms.

Madison’s Complaint because the SBCO understood at the time fhat Integrity was no longer in

business. See August 20, 2012 letter, attached as Exhibit F. The SBCO had not yet determined
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that Integrity had changed its name to Milton Home Systems, Inc. (“Milton”), and still existed as
a corporate entity.,

4. Ms. Madison appealed the SBCO’s decision by completing her Application on
September 5, 2012. The relief she seeks in her Application is for the Board to require the SBCQ
to issue a Notice of Violation to Milton and NTA for any IBSR violations.

5. The SBCO has since determined that Integrity continues to exist and is now
known as Milton. On November 19, 2012, the SBCO sent a letter to Milton directing it to
investigate the lack of required headroom in the stairway from the first floor to the second floor.
See November 19, 2012 letter, attached as Exhibit G. The SBCO is currently addressing this
code violation with Milton so that the SBCO can determins whether the violation arises from a
design/manufacturing flaw subject to the SBCO’s authority, or an on-site installation flaw
subject to the local building department’s authority. See December 9, 2012 letter, attached as

Exhibit H, and February 25, 2013 letter, attached as Exhibit 1.

6. At the September 2012 informal fact-finding conference, the parties stipulated

that the stairway from the second floor to the attic has been removed and that plans have been

submitted and approved by Loudon County for a code complying stairway that is in the process
of being installed.

7. Regarding the electrical panel issue, the home appears to have been shipped with
a single 200 amp electrical panel and a separate 200 amp panel shipped loose and installed on
site. This is consistent with both the SBCO’s visual inspection of the home and the position of

Milton. See February 20, 2013 letter, attached as Exhibit J.
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8. By way of correction, SBCO personnel do not recall any discussion during the
September 2012 informal fact-finding conference regarding site work being performed by staff
of NTA.

II. ARGUMENT

Ms. Madison’s appeal must be dismissed as to both Milton and NTA. Regarding Milton,
Ms. Madison’s appeal is moot. While the SBCO initially understood that Integrity, the
manufacturer of Ms. Madison’s home, was no longer in business, the SBCO hag since
determined that Integrity changed its name to Milton. Accordingly, the SBCO is currently in
discussions with Milton in an effort to determine whether the residential code violation involving
the stairway to the second floor arises from a design/manufacturing error or an installation error.
If the code violation arises from an on-site installation error and, therefore, does not arise from
the design or manufacture of the stairway, then the SBCO lacks authority to cite the
manufacturer. As for the electrical panel issue, it does not appear to be an IBSR violation in that
the second 200 amp panel was shipped separately and installed on site. As shipped, the home
was designed and manufactured for 200 amp service, which is consistent with the data plate.
Regardless, because the SBCO has determined that Milton js the manufacturer of Ms. Madison’s
home, Ms. Madison’s appeal of the SBCO’s earlier determination that the manufacturer no
longer existed is now moot.

Regarding NTA, the IBSR does not authorize the SBCO to issue notices of violation to a
CAA or to require a CAA. to correct violations. Under 13 VAC 5-91-40, the SBCO “shall have
authority to issue inspection reports for correction of violations caused by the manufacturer and
to take such other actions as are required to enforce this chapter.” (Emphasis adde&.) Under 13

VAC 5-91-60, if the SBCO finds a violation of the IBSR, it shall order “the person responsible



therefor to bring the building into compliance within a reasonable time, to be fixed in the order.”
Thus, the person responsible for creating the violation - the manufacturer - is the person to which
the SBCO issues a notice of violation. In this case, NTA did not manufacture any part of the
home. As the CAA under contract with the manufacturer; NTA was responsible for evaluating,
monitoring and inspecting the manufacture of the home. See 13 VAC 5-91-10; 13 VAC 5-91-
40(B). The IBSR contains no provisions authorizing the SBCO to require NTA to correct any
IBSR violations. Nor does the IBSR authorize the SBCO to issue a notice of violation to NTA.
Thus, Ms. Madison’s appeal with regard to this issue must be dismissed.
IV. RESPONSES TO SUGGESTED ISSUES FOR RESOLUTION

1. Whether the reason given by the SBCO for not taking any action against Integrity
or Milton in the August 20, 2012 letter is properly before the Review Board; and if so, whether
the new determination by the SBCO in the November 19, 2012 letter renders the appeal of that
issue moot; and if not, whether to overturn determinations of the SBCO with respect to that
issue.

RESPONSE: For the reasons set forth above, Ms. Madison’s appeal of the SBCO’s
initial decision not to take any action against Integrity or Milton is now moot as a result of the
SBCO’s current understanding, as reflected in the November 19 letter, that Integrity changed its
name to Milton and Milton is the manufacturer of Ms. Madison’s home. |

2. Whether the issue of the data plate for the home being incorrect for the electrical
service size and number of stories is properly before the Review Board; and if so, whether to
overturn determinations of the SBCO with respect to that issue.

RESPONSE: For the reasons set forth above, this issue is not properly before the Board.

Ms. Madison has appealed the SBCO’s initial determination not to take any action against
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Integrity or Milton, an issue which is now moot. And, to the extent Ms. Madison asks this Board
to require the SBCO to take action against NTA with regard to its certifications on this issue,
even assuming an IBSR violation exists, the IBSR does not provide the SBCO authority to
require NTA to correct any IBSR violations. Nor does the IBSR provide the SBCO authority to
 issue a Notice of Violation to NTA.

3. Whether any other issues identified by Madison are properly before the Review
Board; and if so, whether to overturn determinations of the SBCO on such issues.

RESPONSE: As stated above, the issnes before the Board in this appeal are framed by
Ms. Madison’s September 5, 2012, Application for Administrative Appeal. In her Application,
Ms. Madison appeals from the SBCQO’s August 20, 2012, determination not to cite the
manufacturer of Ms. Madison’s home for any alleged violations of the IBSR. The relief sought
by Ms. Madison in her Application is narrow - that the Board direct the SBCO to issue notices of
violation to Milton, as well as NTA, and their officials, notitig any applicable IBSR violations.
As to Milton, this issue is moot and, as to NTA, the SBCO lacks authority to issue a notice of
violation to it. No other issues are before the Board.

V. CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, the SBCO respectfully requests that the Board dismiss

Ms. Madison’s appeal.
Respectfully submitted,

Department of Housing and Community
Development — State Building Code Office

~

Counsel



Mike F. Melis (VSB# 43021)
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Aftorney General
900 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Tel:  (804) 371-7965

Fax: (804)371-2087
mmelis@oag.state.va.us

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on February 27, 2012, a true and accurate copy of the foregoing was
forwarded by e-mail and by U.S. mail, first class, postage prepaid, to:

Milari Madison

40153 Janney Street .
Post Office Box 302

Waterford, Virginia 20197

huntermadison2002@yahoo.com

Chris Thompson
_ Loudoun County Code Enforcement Division
( 1 Harrison Street
- SE Mailstop #60b
Post Office Box 7000
Leesburg, Virginia 20177
Chris. Thompson@loudoun.gov

Gina L. Schaecher, Esq.

Rees Broome, PC

1900 Gallows Road, Suite 700
Tysons Corner, Virginia 22182
gschaecher@reesbroome.com

S e

Mike F. Melis
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State Building Codes Offfee and Office-of thie Staks Tecknion Review Board:
. Mo Street Contre, 6008, Maiti Steeet, Stife 300, Richwond; Virginia 33315
Telt (804) 3747150, ¥ax: (804) 3717092, Enisilvalananicinaban@dhed vir il gov
‘ A?PEI@ATI@NEGRADMMWAPM
Regulation Serving as Basis of Appeal (chetkrone)s

V/ Unifbrm Statewide Building Cods

e Stafewide it Preventivn Codé o 1 |
\{:.__ BldusinﬁﬁﬁedBuﬁdmgS’afenyeguiaﬁons Ve STB“&‘(? F\@ U‘k& CSC\Q
8 Qeguletrong
. - @Al -
Appealing Raxty Information (ranis; address, telephone tiubes aid email address):

_ Ingbeord prads soe

e Aupusernent Device Regufations

2053 Tasneg Sheed o 0B

enjermoh Vi SN0 -Ra-aie0

ot & Orsodvssas, &0 @ firkbap. Coees

Opposing Party Information (name; addiess, telephone nuniber 4nd eniail uddress ofall otfier parifesy (
. l:.:< .y ..

ROCR SR ofiel . i _

Additioal Taformation (6 be submiitted with this application)
% Copyof enforoeiment decision being sppealed .
o Copy of féeord and decision of focal goverment appeals board @fapplicably sad available)
B Statemeit of secific relief soughit _ S :

. CHUITICATE OF SERVICE.

Fhiereby ceitify that -an.tﬁa,LT&hygﬁ. X-s;%‘b@-ﬁ’" - .‘-ztIi;f.;Zfa-gqmple:ei copiof this spplication,
tnelnding, thie additional informiation reqplied aiovs, was clther mailed, hand defiveced, smatled or: senf by
facsimiles tothe Offfcs of thie State Teohuical Revisw Bossd éndl @ &1t opposting paitiesisted; _

- Notet Thiy application st be received iy the Officeofile StateTeehniost Review Board within five

€3} working dayy of the: dafo on.ther aboye ventifioate of serviee for that slate Fo B cotsideced 2 the.

fing date of fhie appeal. Iffiotreceived within fv¢ (5) Workitig days, the date il applicafion i
agtualiyreceived by the Offics of the:Review Hoard will bs considersd fo he fhe filiag date.

Slgnatoreof Appliosots L. .

- NameofApplivaste et e
pleasd print or tyge): -




Milard Madisor
AQ153 Janifey Street:
PO Boxs0%
" Wiiterford, VA 20197

September 5,2012
Reé; Appeal to August20, 2012 #letter® by Ms, Cindy Davis

Ms. Davis™ “Tetter” is based on-a factul ermor, assisptions, opinion, md ifre misapplication and
Interpretation of Virginia law (letter attached), Under thie ditection of My, Briory Rodgers; the:
attached letfer is subjes toapjreat; Tt shiould b rgted, DHED filed fo provide any published
guidelingsTalies/at sode:séotions relied upon in e “lefti™ 5 foniilsts the sonelusigns,

DHED telizsupin.on 4 filse-assumption Hiat Inteprity Busitioss Systetsis, Inc., waslls sumeliavy
“outofbusiriess™ anditfiereforeiio: lotiger 'snbjact_fmag;gﬁcablg e, Worss, the Davis “lenise”
eixbrcously proposes.that this inforuation (Mtegrity Biiiess Systents; Tng, {s.ouf of business),
was supplfed by ney Contrariwise, a5 found in e excerpk frons the, aiail below, DHOD was
specifically advised that Intepiity Busiess Systes ohly changed theft pante,

Frony: Hiintet Madison: {maﬂtmﬁuntemadimmﬂog@gmq.wml_
Seft! Thursday,, Fehmary 03, 20321254 M
Toy Brock, Lavey (HHCDY: Leatherby, Eric (DHED)

Cé: Chris Thompson,
Stubjest: Madison complaint; Mnfegrity Building Systeprs

Deéat, Latry atig Exie,
You niay know: this alteadye~
£ just gotoff the phions it the.Petussylvaia Chrporation Commission, They

- lold s it Fitogyity Building SysicnisToe, changed, et s on 1516+
2014 fo Bilton Home Syséeny, lng. with Richard Rowe remafoing 45
Presidetit; Clenn Sakmmremamjﬁg:ﬁgswﬁ{aq; Clergei Saldsnan signed
- the Performsancs Agreetent: :Tﬁésﬁméadﬂfﬁs'ggg@gg for Milton Hathe,
Systems. Inoas Tutgprityheld. 2435 Houskls Rt Road, Milton, b 17847,

Nomerge or acquisitian papers have been filed, She is sendhng yite a copy of
thepapdiieik she basonfifee. = . S |

The: Virghria Taw s very cloaz fhiat “The: chatige of 4 corporatio's e s not a changé of
Uie identify of'a corporation and has s effect oit the: corporation's properiy, rghts, of
Labilitles™ Alleyr v Miraion, 614 2d 1373, 138% (5 i, 1980): sew alsa Wisht-
Gapsar Tobaces Co. w 4. Hoen & Co., S4$B. 309,341, (Va. 1906) (the Virginia
Sapreme Colirt did nt ferinit a company 0-avoid lability by ohavging its fame where:
tha suetessor ¢ormpady was "hut d coniihuation” of th firsk company), DHCD tas no



autliority conféred upost it t0 make.up & new intenpietation of established VA law it the
putpose ofnot enfotcitiy state building code i this fngesnt matter,

Aftached is a letter fom the Integrity Building Systems, Ino, attortiey (now doing
Business:as Milton Hotiie Systers; I, “Miltor™), thint confirmg thieg afe not ouf of
business” butithat they inerely changed the company name, Hifesiity Rusiness Systens
Ine. did NOT ga:out of husiness, The lefter; dafed, Febriias ¥ 10, 2012 states “This firm
‘ Systems, Ine.; successor by iidrie change to Titeprity

The names.of the offiests renauiti the sanio “persons’™and sre subfeet to the provisions of
the code regardless of what company name they built, sold; set, drid aliered the fioise:
under: 13'VAG 5.91-90! Pesiafty for violafion, T acsoidance with. § 36-83 of the Codes
of Vitginia, any peiyons, firm or corgoration violatiigany provisions.of this chijer
shall bie: constdered guiity ofa Cligs 1, nisderieamor and, upot vonvietion, shalt be
fined not.mvre thar $1,000-1o prosecuts: o

DEICLY is required utider the biw, af § 36.45.5. Enforcement, to “seek eiforosiient of the
eivil and erfinival petialties established by § 36-85. 12 of thity. Tawt However, DHED hag
relied tpott i 2d hoc made up xule; the change oFths cotnpany neme means st 1o,
coripliaries i nécessary and.no aetion will be ke by DHCD:

Pegwided under 13VACS-91-60, Notioe of violation, DHGI) has distegurded i€ dnty. T
accordanee with § 3682 of the Code of Virginda, wheneves the adiniistator shalf fing
any yiolation of this-chupter, he shall order the persoi tesporisibleta bring the building -
into cumipliunes within a reasonalile tive, tos be: fixedt it the order, Tn addition; asa

B .I%mrgm;q; of this. chayter, the adwinistratos may request assistanice from. the building
offtcial for enforcement of thiy suetion,

13VAE591-100. Drities and responsibilities of building offieials in the installation or
érection of 4 fogisidied indstrialized building a6 (C.); whén a building-officiak
determiines thata violation of any provisibr of 'this seetion s present, the: resporisibsle:
person shall beofifledaiid given a reasonable time to correct the violatlon. Ifthe
violation is not corrected, the bujlding official shall institute the appropiise
proceedings: to require correction or abatement of the violation: afid miay prohibit the
ocoupaney of the building until the violation is sorrected™ Thg provisions of the faw
catinot tie more eledr, shall dies riot mean maybe, :

At ISVACF91-20, Applieation antt campliance (o), the VAG provides that “thie
instalfation orerection of indiistialized buildfngs and atterations, additions, or repairs ty
indystrialized builditigs.are tegutated by the ISBC™. The provisions of this chapter“do
1iof. prohifbif tie adiinistrative provisions of the USBC fot permifs, inspections, -
certificates of'oceupancy and other matters fiom Yeing applicable to the-extert they dre
nstagdiessed.by the requirements of thit ehapter DHED hasa ditty fo protect the:
guhﬁﬁiﬁmn;unscmpmoﬁs.busihéﬁsgsfan&fg proteet the safety and welfire. However, fn
thls fristant: matter, DFICD g inade the irrational conclustort fht anigmechange tow



business means they de riot lisve any obligations o Habifities, s & business, entify, or
persons 16 violation of the plain language of the-code.

1152 Notice of violaton. The building official shall issue s written stice of viglation to

tig responsible party i atiy violations 6f this.code or any directives oF Sidérs of the
‘building offictal have not beém: cotrected:or complied with i a regsonabletime. The
notibe:shall reférence the code septfon tipon whick the fiotice i¢based and direct the
diseantinuance and sbatoment of the violationsar the corpliance with sugh divgetive or
aider. The dotice shall be fssued by sfther' delivering 1 copy fo the essponsibile parey
by ritdil to the last kowy addvessor defiveriiig the notfow in [erson or by laving it in
the pessession. efany petson in chargs of the premitses, o by puistiri th fotios fua
conspievions place ifihe peison i charperof the prentises Catinet Be BBund, The notice of
violation Shall ndicats the right of appeal Byrefére‘ﬁe'i'ﬁ_g; the: apipeals seetion, Wher fie
wwierof the biilding or strocture, o e permit holder for the construction i quesio,
ot the terits of such building or shrueture, até 16t the resp msible p - who
idtice of violation. i issued, thert 4. ¢opy 6F the notice shall atss bo deli

owner, permiit holder or ténarits, :

DHED fs fully awate that violations.to the eode exist but sitply: prefers to dg nefhjng-.
The Loudoui Coufity Code Enforcement Division notes, it writing, hy email dated:
Felbiriiary 28, 20125 -

Erom:*THompsor, Ghris" <ChifsThoni SOD@ UL Es:
Tor Eupter Madissi <huntermadison2002 @yahoo.eoms .
Dotter@mudiitskytrckman com” <golter@ doitskyhackiitarcom
Gos "“gﬁamﬁ'fi‘% Ers {DHCBY" <Eric, Leatherby@dricd virginia, govs: “'Brogk,
Larry (DHCO)™ <Lény.Brock@dned virginfaigovs

There wero several;frents i, youe il thag were not ctyde smpliang,

They wers the stairs leading to the wing offf Hiekitched which did motmeet tie;
requirements of sectiont R31 15,33 Profife. Speoificaly the treads were Yeriporary
and did hot meet the profilerequivements sad hiad dpéniisersin exoess of 4
mehes . s
'"ﬂi&.S'tai'-rwagf_m‘thp§mn¢.ﬂeg;ﬂi¢noﬁms’:é.ﬁ-tﬁeféqmﬁrments of sertion,

“The stittway to ‘ﬂfj;é?t_hi;‘;d,ﬂiﬁ@;ﬁﬂiﬁm@ﬁmﬁﬁﬁ#lﬁuﬁmeﬂt@mﬁﬁfﬁmﬂ@%
Headdomi and RILE S Landings for Siaiwrays, =
ghﬁzrri:r&mmpem giiaels dhat dbot meet tho requirements. of seetion RIS E

. County of Bondtiny
Building and Dsyeloprment
Cods Enforeetient Division:
Chiris Thompson

meluding the insiallation o a ghard waif 1o he basement (thies stalrs were set by Miltons
Staff on-site causing a hazardons ¢onditlony and the disensions, af the chififey box (bojl

Other code violations direetlycaused by Milion were estified af iy #ddifighal, expRNSE

Do
Co
s



and set by Miltorstaff on-site). The chinuey box size aiid onduit Mifron builtwould
ot aceomiticdate: thie chimney pipes per fhie nmaficturer’s specifications, wasa
pafental dingse, and dos not comply with o plan. Millon ditcely viaaed secion
103.5 Recopstrustion, alteration.or repalr, wiiich provides i parts Koy tosomstrastion,
alteration or repaiy shall not adversely affect the performag artes of thie building or straefurs,
or cause;this building o strugturs tg hecome unsafeor fover exdstinig levels of bealtl and

P

Safc 31
Milton: provided & "plan" (without stamped dwings to s County) 1o, iristall aspinal

sfafrease tha bt anlicssed staff bagan ta inaplesnent witholt iy Wittt dprovalihat
also violate d:‘s_eatiqn-l-oﬁﬁ-';;-“*"—ﬁuy_rg@pﬁs.mr‘eﬁgm. altgration of repair shalf not 2iversoly
2ot the perfamnancs of the building or striorie o eateethe building o structurs 1
brgutie usaf or Iower existing Tevels of healthand safsty.? . |

Milton staffwas found in the House, after they removed fh wall enclosing frs Sfaircase ty
the third floor, prepuring to: cub open: e sttle floor fo acootmiodate the “box" For a-gpital

stafrcase {a. spiral stairense was not bargained for s i provides diinished it
andat-uredesivable detail for the planned residence). T asked Mifton to see o eopy ofhee
“plant thieyt Wers uing, Tt was obvipus tiat the certter pol in reality, wouldbae to
flovi to sit upon, Hiat the Togatiorr as they showed thig center polo wobld placs the pole
above: e openalt of the stairseay below: They agreed the:planwould fal, calie hete
stamped s required by 109:3 (Bugineering defails. All stigineeréd documents, inefuding
relevant conputations, shall be sealed by the RDP resporisible for the design), Mﬁ’tondmgn"s'-
"repaic" 46tiohs capsed additional usafe vonditions leaving both staltoases.mmguarded.
atid danglirig hot eleotrical wires comi davwn ffom the third: floor; thioseswites feedin g
o thethird Boor and the: wires embedded in the wall asvemaved by Milfon.
NTA, INC |

e Compllange sssirans sgenay” as definedumer ISVAGS9L1D,
Ieauneca “profossional engitteer teglstered in Virginii, or an organiza atfori; determifcd.

e to-be speciallirqualified by reason, of ﬁgﬂi@i Derstrinel, experisnee, smd

iﬁ o 2

,;.G- o i .

d

The viits, althiongls they dornotmeet code, have regisitation labsls efted fq thom by

NTA Ine. that provide assurances that theunits mest cods Wﬁeﬁ; Y fhict, they dos 1ok

§ 36-79: Bffes of Tabel. of vornpliasics assheiive agenoy, Auy indositilized baildisg

stali e decmed t comply-withy therstandatd of the Board whers bearing the label ofa
Somplianee: assurance HESHEY, As we know; the unfts vontain "Mao Daddy' building
tode violstions tut wste affired with the labels dnyway. _ 



AT

."/“-“ ’

toract asu Coniplidnge A

NTA Ine, failed fo comply with fhis fegireriients ds represented by NTA fo DHCE buf
DHCEx seetnis. to Took the otfier way, Sitice thiy are affixing labels that evronesisty state:
that the strietin micess ¢ode, thyare fn violation of the lawand shosld not e pétifited
Assuranice Agenisy, Is requivedtto fix the problerits, #1id'is subject
to cininal prosecntion. Contrary 1o therequirements mandated hy 1 VAG $.91-180

DHCL?s “letier™ i lncorreot f.dts assumption thit ihe hugsesometiow was :ﬁgﬁw&

with 3 “seond 200 ap.panel™ thak wwas “shipped-Toose™ with the home, AlthougfNTA
cerfifits that s honse’s data plts 1s “eottéot™ by stating the house fizs 2 200 4
servles, Milton shipped, built alid wited the figuse for 400 amp-servive; hadiboif aels
wited afid had bilicensed staff endeavor to undersanc why the levtda wastios
“working”, Mifton staff; attempted to-connect sertait: bixes, and simiply: sdid, onsite;
tigy:did not know what wag wrong;

Fiuit: Martici Siekie <MartyS@integritybuild.coms=

Tox Hunter Madison <Hurtermadisen2002@yahoo,coms
Sent: WedResday, juné 22, 2044 8:15 AM

Subjecty RE: Ml Base sizing, twoi200; amp panels

W8 are: building. the house with: 2200 ampy service panels

Martin: Sickle
Integrity Building: Systems, ine.
24%‘%&5:@& Rurn Rogd:
Mitor PA 17847
Phone (800) 8534407 ExE, 3629
CelliPlione (670) 2743031
E,aﬁgf'(f?fﬁ} 22-008
msieket@ ntegritybuild.corm.

vowwintearitybulg.com

Stigcess i ficf whatyou get: it is what You becorie

R i

Froms Hunfer -Ma;irsen:Im'gilia':'hnntéffﬁaﬁrsoﬁzaniz@yéhéemm}
Sents Wed 6/22)2051 7:48 aM , T ’
- To= Martin: Sickle:

Subfects Fwz Mbe base siziig; twe 200 aimp parels:

Marty;

;ﬁe.§éﬁe§ company aingains it | néed two 200 &ty panet boxes{see below].
Harean: said | riged 400:aimp: seivics 8o

Pleserarconfiem: tiaif thil s done 3¢ ham Baving thispowss éompany bring in the

235



¢ ek

linie- ASAP.
Mifar

15°VAG5-91-90- Penalty for violation. Tatoordance with §36-83 of the Code of
Virghia, any persons, firm or corporation violating any provisions of this ehapter
shall be considered guilty of» Clasy 1 misdemennor ands upon eonvietion, shall be
fined nofmore B $1,000 o proecute.

MEANMIETON OR NTA, ING, ARE ERER OF DUFY:

DHCLY s “Jetfor™ s grossly vemiss i Supgesting that = paliy seftlement affes Fom Mifton,

stiould somefiow ngate NTA, Inc., Miltor and DHCD duty wider 13VACS-91.100 1ud
other applicable: taw; fnoluding the infentand putposs ofistate regulations,

The dutyrand resposibility ofthe building ¢ffeiak in the installation arsrection.ofa
registerad.ndusPrialized buildiing inelude Whena bullding officlal determines e 4
violation of Any provision of this section is present, e responsible persénishall be
notified atid givert & feasonabletnge to cormek e vialation: T the violation is fiof
corteeted;. the building officlal skall institate the appropriate proceedings to require
eorredtion or abatement of the: violatiow. . ' <

Mitton mnufastited, delivetef set, and altored the dwelling that was sot agreed upon in
waifing. TEA, Ine, provided assurance guarantees that the ouse et code. and failed to
perform ider the: N1 A oafh to DEICD): The approved platt was altered. The failure of
" Mao Daddy” code vivfation, the stairs; ot ohly violates.code, bué resulis i &

not lovel, was nof watertight, was tiot delivered and Seter the plan, of fit cottipfiaace
wiih the sefting: procediites provided by NTA Yne., and confifioes to sutfer fom,cracks
and buekiing, It i sitply distimennons for BEICTY o deop the ball, beoanse:the Mittons.
Peiinsylvatiian aftorney states that they siade an “offer” to.settle, an ofier that fily to
cover the expenditire fo fix the numerous problems aiid other proper compensation,

RELIEY SOUGHT FROM.THE TR#

- Ths precedesis of this type of “lutier/policy fssignificat, Areall companies, that cams

before & building ofifeial simply;, goinig: to charige their name and walk away f

- obligations based on this s fiecpolicy? T eertainly hops DHED does ot ihcorporate

Suieh & poliey itd actual pyblistied guidefines for mmscrupnlous builders to erjoy,
Lt redudsting that the TRE diveot the Building Cods Official to dssu the Notics of
Violationto all compunies, ineluditig:Nilton and NTA, Tne and tesponsible
partiey/persouts. including My, Tompas, M. Saliman, and Mic Rowe noting thes applicabls
violations including but nat Himited oy ‘.



-

R3115.3.3 Profile, Spegifically the irsads were fettiporiry anddid tiot poeet g
Drofils vequireinests drid Bid open risers i excess of 4 fnches.

The stalrway fo the second Soor didnot micet the fequitentents.of section,
RI1L5.2 Headtoom, . _ .

The stairway t the third oot did not niset the réquirement of'seetion R311.5:2
Headioorti aiitf R311.5:4 Landings for Staitways

Terbporary ghardsdiar do siot et the requirerents of seetion RIZ Guards,
1035 Reconstruction, alfsration or répait have cansed additional dangeroiis
andiunisafé-conditions, loweting safsty, including:dangling hot clectic
wikes and itiguiarded Staitways. -

Failure to submit engineering defafls109.3 (Bngingering detailsy

Iiespﬁetfﬁlly Submitted
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- * Teteplions (576) 7% 38y
Attdmeys afLaw Fax (870} Tda 2347

ity

Felruiary 10, 2015

Via Enil & LS. First Class Misit

Paol G Madisor:
Rellgy, Drye: & Warten, LEF
Washington Harbsur, Siite 400:
3050K Street, KW =
Washington, DE. 2060745108

Re:  Milari Midison:
BEP-12-05-000656

Detie My, Madison:

VT2, Sudqpstatin THL Sulla
Selinégrobe, Panisyivants 12870

- This fient iy counse! to Milton. Home Systems, Ine., steeessos by tidnié change to

hY

A We xecéived 4 copy of a letiér that Thin Finerty, counse] for Integrity Building
Systens LLG, ditected (o the: Office of the Attgiriey General which: detuifs: the tivgunstances
régarding the galg and dpnmbas:: In- question, A copy: is envlosed for yourrecordy. Afiorsiey
Fiomerty has correctly described the structure of the transaction and. the fict that this particulas
claim was not assumed: by Integrity Boilding Systems LG, .

Haging reviewed out clientsfike, we kiiow that thiy matter ias bees ongoing fob x4
Septemficy or Dederiber. Now that we: aré: involved, we Rope ta tngage i a productive
diseussion ag to how this matter may be resalved, '

Plegse diteet any and 21k further communivations feparding thts metter {6 o
office. | -

L34
¥

IHG POTIER -
| potter@rudnitskyhackman.cony
Englosurz: |
co: client
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Liiiéétor

August 20, 2047

Ms. Milati Madisen
A6153 Janney Street: -

Waterford, VA 20197

Dear Ms. Madisor,

T ik beceipt.of YOUr August 16, 2002 e-mait fegarding your modidlar harae complaint, You
have requested: that this offiee pravide you Wit = Ay docurment sent to NTA direstig s
torrection of the huilding code violatfons? at your property. Please be advised that this
office. fias not sent any dacuments to NI& difesting them to corect any hulldinig, cade
violations. .

Asi you, eire awate; based on past eorrespondence and: eonversations, the. State Bullding
Codes Offica aots as the bulfdifg afficlal for registered industrializad Buildings, ceffitiionly
referred to ay riodular homes. As the: bullding offieiat this. office: Is autfiorized 10 Gite- the
idnutacturer foy bullding) codé violations that are: introducsd dutlig production in the
factory; NTATS riot the manufacturer of your hiom. and: therefora this office cannot dirsot
thigh. 16 cortest bullding code violations caused by dnother ontity. Tntegyity Building,

-Systems, Ine; manufactured yoor tome and would be the propér parly to cite for any-factory

viclations. However as we previously reported W you, this office tecelved notice: from
Integrity Building Systemsion October 24, 2011 that éffective November 17, 2011 theywera
ceasing all operations and theie assets wore befng sold to another manofacturer. Ay
Integrity Building Systerts 1S ne: I06g8F {7t BUSIHEss we dre unable fo cite the manificturer
forthe potential vielatioris isted 1n your complaing,

it 15 our understanding that individuals: assodiated with Integrify Bullding Systens fater
Torpmed 4 rigw atid arirélated biiginess entity: called Mittors Home Systenis, Ihc., bassd on the:
Inforritaids yott provided. This. office cannot cite Milton Homes Systeris 45 they did net
PIENIEGIures yalr home,

ThHS pHindfy lssue ¢ontained in your Decomber 15, 2041 complaint to this offleé was the.
insuffielent headroont provided:in the staliway to thedliird story of you¥ ome, The Loadour
GCounty bullding department had previously sitsd fhls a8 well a8 insuffitlent headroom in the
laliway leading to thesecond story as violations cavsid By the fianifacturer,

G}NR‘A WAl % Sheifon,



Int &R Sffoft fo assist you In. resolving Your complaint; epresertatives. from this office, the
Lotdaqr County bullding depattiient, NTA and Milton: Hortes et 5t yaur homs oft Agtl S
201X overlty the oifed Bitding code violations and-seek 4 gossible resolution, T

represpandencs dated May S0, 2042 fronthe atiormsy fepresenting Mifton Hone: Sistéms,
Ino.. stated that & frionstary sefflsment had boen sffered fo you 1o Tesolvs Yoif-eSios wir.
Integrity Bullding Sysfems, In, (see attached]. The Loudon Courty Buifding Daparment
Subsequently ddvised this office fhat work was Biiig performent to.construct  fiow stairway
Ytite topStory of your fiome; based arf plans that had'been reviewed and approved By thefy
degartivient. Loudoun County has advised this office that they havée: performed. rau givin
inshestions of the new staliway. ’ :

Your emdil-also stafes it NTA certified that the higme:hag & 200-amp slastricsl seriss,
although v actualify the hotie has two 200 2 electicdl Sénvices, The Buifdlng i thas
Infegrity submitted to: NTA for apmroval stiow onie 200 41 panel along with calsuiations for
ane 207 amp bartel: [tappears that e Secorid 200 #mp panel was skipedlouse with the
et ToF 1A Wi of site installed eqUipmient 208 GOtete. The Loudour. Gounty biifidiig
panef, —

Afthés offiee I unable to pragssd further with this case this flle wilk ke administratively
closed: )

Patsuant to section 13 VAC §.91-70:of the Virginla Indusiialized Biiliing Safisty Regulations
Ay Pefan, agghieved| by the Department of Housing and Gommunity Beveloprietivs (BHED)
application of this chapter shall be: heard by the State Revisw Board establishet by §36-108
of the:Code: of Vitginla. Such appeal shalk Fie submiifted within 24 calendar days of retelit, of
PHED's deision. Acopyof the decision of DHED. to i appealed shall be subtiitted Wit the:
aRplieation foi appeab. Failure to subinil an application: for appesl within: e fime lirpft
¢stablished. By this sectlon shall constittte sicceptanice of DHED's decision, For your
ronvenignce, | have erclosed gt appligation. - R

Please: contaet me &t 804-372.-7150 or by email at
have any questions regarding this mattas,

Sirearely,

. i

ClridyL, Dayis
Stats Bulldivg Godes Director
Attachment

G Christopher Thompson; Loudeuyr, €o,,
Emory Rodgers:
Efrfcflf_eatherbg
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Commonwealth-of Virginia '
Department of Housirtg & Community Hevelopiment
600 East Main Street, Suite 300

Res Miilaei Madisos
Tutegidty Building Systems, Tne,
Pre-manpfactured Horite.
40153 Janney Stveck )
Waterford, VA, 20197

oy W LR

Dear Mie. Leatherbys: - . . LE AT,
3 - Lo

. . ) . -
‘4 . e P R Y

4

' Rleass allow this cortéspondence fo sexve s #responss & youtelettsr ditied May 8,
2012 and 1o igmorialize onr conversation oh May 29, 2072 regarding the abdve-refbresiced matter,

has-made a monetary settlement offer to My, Madisds: 1 4m awaiting a response fiom Mis,
Madisos regarding said offér. Please be dvised thaf anyreport or information pravidedto me by
1y expert, M Tompos, is conifidential and privilegedwiork productand villlnot be provided fogry

) gt s O O U R .
T zesponsé to-our evaluation of thit satfeh, sy clivnt, MiRon Bome Systes, g,

Please feel free totcontact rierwith sy questions of cotrienty,

L]

APk e / LTSRS
mﬁnhgﬂﬁﬁﬁigq@wmx;ﬁ,}gz feen . Dk, :
$. ‘“f i iy 3 AT i .
3 ks oo ¢

THIS CORRESPONDENCE 13 ROR PUBPOSES OF SEFTEAMENT NEGOTIATIONS

ONLY AND'CANNOT BE USED FOR LTFIGATION IN ANY WAY OR MANNER, 238
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Office of the Attorney Generdl
Kenneth T. Cuccinelli, I 200 East Main Street
Attomey General Richmond, Virginia 23219
. 804-786-2071
. FAX 804-7856-1991
February 15,2013 _ Virginia Relay Services
. 800-828-1120
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Milari Madison

40153 Janney Street

P.0O. Box 302

Waterford, Virginia 20197

Re!  Appeal to State Technical Review Board
Dear Ms. Madison:

As you are aware, your appeal of the State Building Code Administrative Office’s (

(“SBCAOQ”) initial decision not to proceed on your consumer complaint against NTA, Inc., and
Integrity Building Systems, Inc. (“Integrity”), now known as Milton Home Systems, Inec.
(*Milton™), is scheduled to be heard by the State Technical Review Board (“TRB™) on March 15,
2013. On behalf of the SBCAOQ, I write to summarize the current status of these proceedings and
confirm the SBCAO’s position on what issues are on appeal. In addition, since the appeal, you
have forwarded several e-mails which appear to raise issues regarding the construction of your
modular home that are outside the scope of your appeal. In an effort to clarify the issues you
have raised, I will seét forth the SBCAO’s understanding below.

I, The Appeal

As you are aware, in a Complaint Form dated December 15, 2011, you described
multiple concemns regarding the home you purchased from the company known as Integrity at the
time of your purchase, By letter dated August 20, 2012, the SBCAO formally declined to act on
your complaint because the SBCAO understood at the time that Integrity was no longer in
business. The SBCAO was unaware that Integrity still existed as a corporate entity and had
changed its name to Milton. You appealed this decision to the TRB by completing an
Application for Administrative Appeal (“Application™) on September 5, 2012. The relief you
seek in your Application is for the TRB to require the SBCAO to issue a Notice of Violation to
Milton for any violations of the Virginia Industrialized Building and Safety Regulations
(“IBSR’)). (

. As you also are now aware, the SBCAO has since determined that Integrity continues to
- exist and is now known as Milton, On November 19, 2012, the SBCAO sent a letter to Milton



Milari Madison
February 15, 2013
Page2 of 5

directing it to investigate your complaint with regard to the residential code violation that the
SBCAOQ observed in an inspection on April 9, 2012, and that the SBCAO understands continues
to exist. Specifically, the SBCAO directed Milton to investigate the lack of required headroom
in the stairway from the first floor to the second floor.! The SBCAO has provided you with a
copy of that letter. Milton has responded, and the SBCAQ intends to continue working with
Milton in an effort to address the code violation: observed by the SBCAO. Thus, it is the
SBCAOQ’s position that a hearing on the issue of whether the SBCAO can direct Milton to
address code violations is unnecessary as that issue is now moot.

The other issue identified in your appeal is your request that the TRB require the SBCAQ
to issue a Notice of Violation to NTA, Inc., presumably because of its role as the Compliance
~ Assurance Agency (“CAA”) with regard to Milton. As previously explained to you, the IBSR.
grants the SBCAOQ authiority to require manufacturers to correct code violations. The IBSR does
not contemplate requiring a CAA to correct such violations. For this reason, the SBCAO has not
directed NTA to correct any alleged code violation in your home. As for the specific issue you
have raised regarding NTA’s certification that your home was wired for 200 amp service when it
was wired for 400 amp setvice, the data platé can be corrected to reflect 400 anip service. Thus,
it is the SBCAO’s position that, even if the SBCAO could issue a notice of violation to NTA, a
hearing on this issue is unhecessary and a correction to the data plate moots the appeal.

II. Code Compliance of the Home

In an effort to provide assistance to you and to verify any potential building code
violations caused during thé construction of the home in the factory, on April 9, 2012, SBCAO
personnel visually inspected your home. The Loudoun County Building Inspector,
representatives from NTA. and Milton, and you attended this inspection. The only violations
observed were improper headroom in the stairways ffom the first to second floor and second
floor to afttic, and an inconsistency between the building plans showing 200 amp electrical
service and the home’s two 200 arnp breaker panels for a total of 400 amp service.2

I Additional Issiies

In addition to the issues raised in your appeal and the observations made during the April
9, 2012 inspection of your hotite, you have raised several other issues i multiple e-mails to
SBCAQ personnel. It appears that your January 27, 2013 e-mail suminarizes these additional
issues. Your Application does not identify these issues as part of your appeal, Buf, in an effort

! As noted in the November 19, 2012, letter, the SBCAO understands from discussions with M.
Christopher Thompson, Loudoun County Building Department, that the stairway from the
second floor to the attic has been removed and that plans have been submitted and approved by
Loudon County for a code complyitig stairway that is in the process of being installed.

? The only other violation noted by the Loudoun County Building Inspector involved temporary
treads and open risers in the stairs leading to the wing off the kitchen, This potential violation
had been corrected at the time of the SBCAQO’s inspection. J

238
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Milari Madison
- February 15, 2013
Page3 of 5

to make sure the SBCAO understands your concerns, I will address each issue below and provide
you with the SBCAQ’s position.

A, Stairs o the Attic

In your e-mail, you state that, according to your telephone conversation with an
unidentified former Integrity staff person who assisted with the set of the house, “the stairs from
the second floor to the third floor were installed. at the factory.” This information is inconsistent
with the information provided by Milton and the information in Milton’s records on the home. -
In addition, it is the SBCAO’s experience that manufacturers typically ship stairways loose, to be
installed at the site. Regardless, the SBCAO is addressing this issue with Milton. While it
appears based on visual inspection that the headroom violation is caused by a design flaw for
which the manufactuter is responsible, the SBCAO is giving Milton the opportunity to provide
evidence supporting its claim that the stairway was improperly installed. Likewise, the SBCAO
is giving you the opportunity to provide the name and contact information of the staff person
who believes that the stairs were installed at the factory. Please provide that information at your
earliest convenience. i

B.  Data Plate
In your e-mail, you state that the data plate for the home is incorrect because the home
came with 400 amp service. As noted above, and at the informal fact finding conference you

attended, the data plate can be corrected to reflect 400 amp service instead of 200 amp service.

C. Setting of the House

In your e-mail, you state that “[tJhe house has not been bolted at the marriage walls,
inconsistent with the manufacturer’s installation procedures (code violation), causing significant
ongoing defects.” You also state that, according to the unidentified foiriier Integrity employee,
“the house sun room was not bolted together, so he minimally bolted it when he set the
windows.” To the extent the house has defects that arise from improper setting of the house or
improper installation of its components in a manner that is inconsistent with the manufacturer’s
installation procedures, such defécts should be addressed by the local building inspector. The
SBCAQ addresses code violations arising from the manufacture of the Kome, not those arising
from improper installation. '

D. Engineering/Design Documents

In your e-mail, you state that “[t]he engineering work was not ‘sealed’ or stamped.” The
SBCAQ is unaware of any IBSR violation arising from engineering dociments not being
“sealed” or “stamped.” Certainly if you have evidence to show that the engineering documents
for your home give rise to a violation, please provide the evidence and identify the regulation
you believe applies.



Milari Madison
February 15, 2013
Page 4 of 5

E. Unlicensed Installers
In your e-mail, you state that Milton and McNutt, the contractor you hired to install the
home, “were unlicensed . . . and not certified in Virginia by the SCC.” The SBCAQ does not

regulate the licensing of contractors or the certification of companies doing business in Virginia,

F. Second Floor to Attic Wall

In your e-mail, you state that “Milton staff demolished the wall from the second floor to
the unfettered and unguarded third floor causing additional dangerous conditions and hot electric
wires.” It is our understanding that the stairs were removed because they were in violation of
applicable codes and that Loudoun County has approved drawings for a new, site constructed set
of stairs. Assuming this process is being carried out and new stairs are installed, this is a moot
issue.

G. Guardrails

In your e-mail, you state that “[nJo guardrails were installed.” The SBCAO is unsure
what this means and therefore it cannot address this complaint.

F. “Thermal Envelop” [sic]

In your e-mail, you state that “[nJo thermal envelop [sic] was provided, also causing the
R-value calculations to be wrong on the current data plate. Barlow engineering properly calls the
space a third floor. The lack of a proper thermal envelop [sic] is inconsistent with the
manufacturer’s installation instructions.” In an e-mail dated June 12, 2013 to Martin Sickle, you
stated, “As you know, I intend fo finish the attic area of the main block, 43 x 30.” (emphasis
added). Thus, you were responsible for obtaining permits to finish the attic. .

IV. Conclusion

The SBCAO wants to address your concerns, enforce the IBSR and seek correction of
any IBSR violations, But the SBCAQ cannot address problems that do not give rise to an IBSR
violation or probleéms with entities that are not regulated by the SBCAO. If you have any
evidetice you can provide of an IBSR violation, including any reports arising from any
inspections of your home, the SBCAO encourages you to provide such evidence so that the
SBCAQ can consider it. Otheiwise, you may consider the above discussion as an outline of the
SBCAQO’s current understanding and position on the matters you have raised, based on
information available to the SBCAOQ.



Milari Madison
February 15,2013
Page5of 5

cc: Cindy Davis
Vemon Hodge
Alan McMahan
Chris Thompson

Gina Schaecher, Esq. .

Sincerely,
Mike F, Melis
Assistant Attorney General
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Name of person(s) requesting assistance in resolving dispute: (please print)

Milari Madmon

Bu:ldmg Pro;ect Information:
Owner:  Milari Madison- _ .
Site Location-Striget address: .40153 Janmey Street

City:  Waterford - . Statei Virginia Zip coder 20197
Daytlme phone; 540-882-3160 _ ' Evex_ﬁng ot weekend phone: same -
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Diske Crtificate of Occiipancy issued: not - P T * Date purchiased:- May 5,201
Date delivered to sits location: July2011 e
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December 29, 2011

Ms., Milari Madison
40153 Janney Street
Waterford, VA 20197

Dear Ms. Madison,

The State Building Code Administrative Office has been designated by the Virginia Department
of Housing and Community Developmient to enforce the Virginia Industrialized Building Safety
Regulations and acts as the building official for registered industrialized buildings, commonly
referred to as modular homes. As the building official we are authorized to cite the manufactyrer
for building code violations that are infroduced during production in the factory. Building code

violations caused by others after the home has left the factory are under the jurisdictj
local building official. - J lon of the

I have reviewed the complaint that you recently submitted to this -office concerning your home
that was manufactured by Integrity Building Systems, Milton, PA. The comialaint containg

potential violations that appear to have been caused by the manufacturer and also by the
contractor that installed the home. ' '

Precedurally when this office receives a complaint with factory related violations we forward the
complaint to the manufacturer and ask for a plan of corrective action. If the manufacturer does
not correct the building code violations a notice of violation is issued compelling them to take
corrective action. Unfortunately, this office received notice from Integrity Building Systems on
October 21, 2011 stating that effective November 17, 2011 they were ceasing all operations and
that their assets were being sold to Icon Legacy Custom Modular Homes, of Selinsgrove, PA.

I contacted Mr. Dan Stimely, CEO of Icon Legacy Custom Homes and inquired if the acquisition
of Integritys” assets included honoring the warranties for homes built by Integrity. He responded
that they had only purchased materials and equipment from Integrity and that “Icon Legacy
Custom Modular Homes, LL.C will not take responsibility for any product or warran for
Integrity Building Systems”. EXHIBIT
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As Integrity Buildinig Systems is no longer in business we are unable to cite h
the potential violations listed in your complaint, o cite the manufacturer for

I regret that we are unable to assist you in this matter. L o
closed. : . Y a. er. Therefore this file will be administratively

Please contact me at 804-371-7165 if you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

Eric Leafherby
Sr. Construction Inspector IT
State Building Code Administrative Office

ce:  Christopher Thompson, Loudoun Co.

A Y



File Report
April 9, 2012
| Subject: Site inspection of Milari Madison home.
40153 Janney Street

Waterford, VA 20197
Serial number —01-0611 A thru I
VA seals numbers — 2011-0695 thru 2011-0703

Note to file: The above referericed home was manufactured by Integrity Building
Systems of Milton Pennsylvania on July 14, 2011. The home was site installed by
Convenient Installations of Ranson, West Virginia on July 20, 2011.

The homeowner filed a consumer complaint with the éBCAO on December 15, 2011

- against Integrity. The consumer complaint was closed on December 29, 2011 because the

manufacturer, Integrity Building Systems had notified the SBCAO on October 21, 2011
that they were going out of business on November 17,2011.

The SBCAO was notified by NTA that they were conducting a site inspection of the
bome on April 9, 2012 at the request of Milton Homes, which is owned by the former
owners of Integrity. Although the complaint file had been closed, in an effort to assist the
homeowner the SBCAO participated in the site inspection to verify potential building
cade violations caused during the construction of the home in the factory. The Loudoun
County Building Department had previously noted potential violations as;

1. Stairs leading to wing off of kitchen — treads were temporary and did not meet the
profile requirements and had open risers in excess of 4 inches.

2. Stairways to the second and third floors did not ineet the requirements of section
R311.5.2 headroom.

3. Ms. Madison also complained that the home was certified for 2 200 amp service but

was provided with a 400 amp service.

EXHIBIT

E




Present during the inspection:

Milari Madison — Homeowner
Chris Thompson, Loudoun Co. Building Department
Eric Tompos, P.E., NTA Inc.. '
Ken Potter, Rudnitsky & Hachman
Cindy Davis, SBCAO
Eric Leatherby — SBCAO

Observations

1. Stairs to wing off kitchen were site constructed and the openings between treads
had been filled.

- 2. Stairway to second floor. Headroom measured approx. 6”-4” when measured
with diagonal plane and 6’-8” when measured vertically. The headroom for the
stairway to the third floor was approx. 4’ near the top of the stairs due to the slope
of the roof rafters.

3. Electrical service. The building plans and electrical calculations approved by
NTA show a 200 amp service, Observed 2- 200 amp breaker panels mounted in
the basement. One breaker panel appears to have been wired for factory installed
outlets and fixtures and the other panel box appears to have been wired for site .
installed outlets and equipment. It appears that one panel box was shipped loose
from the factory for the wiring of site installed fixtures and equipment.

4. Observed other non building code cosmetic items such as drywall blemishes,
loosé and missing trim, etc. '

Eric Leatherby
Sr. Construction Inspector II
State Building Code Administrative Office
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Robert F. McDonnell

Governor _ ‘ _ ) . .
samess.cheng  COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA Willom C. Sheffon
Secrelary of
Comimerce and Trade DEPARTMENT OF

Housing AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT |

August 20, 2012

Ms. Milarl Madison
40153 lanney Strest
Waterford, VA 20197

Dear Ms. Madison, '_

. 1am in receipt of your August 16, 2012 e-mail regarding your modular home complaint. You
have requested that this office provide you with “any document sent to NTA directing the
~ correction of the building code violations” at your property. Please be advised that this
offilce has not sent any documents to NTA directing them to correct any building code
violations.

As you are aware, based on past correspondence and conversations, the State Building
Codes Office acts as the building official for registered industriatized buildings, commonly
referred fo as modular homes. As the building official this office is authorized to cite the
manufacturer for bullding code violations that are introduced during production in the
factory. NTA is not the manufacturer of your home and therefore this office cannot direct
them to correct building code violations caused by another entity. Integrity Building
Systems, Inc. manutactured your home and would be the proper party to cite for any factory
violations, However as we previously reported to you, this office received notice from
Integrity Building Systems on October 21, 2011 that effective November 17, 2011 they were
ceasing all operations and their assets were being sold to another manufacturer. As
Integrity Building Systems is no longer in business we are unable 1o cite the manufacturer
for the potential violations listed in your complaint. '

It is our understanding that individuals associated with Integrity Building Systems later
formed a new and unrelated business entity calied Milton Home Systems, Inc., based on the
information.you provided. This office cannot cite Mifton Homes Systems as they did not
manufacturer your home. _

The primary issue contained in your December 15, 2011 complaint to this office was the
insufficient headroom provided in the stairway to the third story of your home. The Loudoun
County building department had previously cited this as well as insufficient headroom in the
staitway leading to the second story as violations caused by the manufacturer.

' ‘\ﬂ GINIA
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‘In an effort to assist you in resolving your 'complaint, representatives from this office, the
Loudoun County building department, NTA and Miiton Homes met at your home on April 9,
2012 to verify the cited building code violations and seek a possible resolution.

Correspondence dated May 30, 2012 from the attorney representing Milton Home Systems
Inc. stated that a monetary settlement had been offered to you to resolve your issues witr;
Integrity Building Systems, Inc. (see attached). The Loudon County Building Department
subsequently advised this office that work was being performed to construct a new stairway
to the top story of your home, based on plans that had been reviewed and approved by their
department. Loudoun County has advised this office that they have performed roughin
inspections of the new stairway. _

Your e-mail also states that NTA certified that the home has a 200-amp electrical service
although in actuality the home has two 200 amp electrical services. The building plans thaé
integrity submitted to NTA for approval show one 200 amp panel along with calculations for
one 200 amp panel. It appears that the.second 200 amp panel was shipped loose with the
home for the wiring of site installed equipment and outlets. The Loudoun County building
department is the authority having jurisdiction for the site installation and wiring of this
panel, '

As this office Is unable to proceed further with this case this file will be administratively
closed. . -

Pursuant to section 1.3 VAC 5-91-70 of the Virginia Industrialized Bullding Safety Regulations
any person aggrieved by the Department of Housing and Commdinity Development’s (DHCD)

application of this chapter shall be heard by the State Review Board established by §36-108

of the Code of Virginia. Such appeal shali be submitted within 21 calendar days of receipt of

DHCD's decision. A copy of the declsion of DHCD to be appealed shall be submitted with the

application for appeal. Failure to submit an application for appeal within the time Himit

established by this section shall constitute acceptance of DHCD’s decision. For your

convenience, [ have enclosed an application. . .

Please contact me at 804-371-7150 or by email at cindy.davis@dhed.vitginia.gov, if you
have any questions regarding this matter. -

Sincerely, .

State Building Codes Director

Attachment

C: Christopher Tho'mp'son, Loudoun Co,
Emory Rodgers
Eric Leatherby
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Attorneys at Law Fax {ém‘) T43.2347

Etric Leatherby, Sr. Construction Inspector IT
Commonwealth of Virginia

Department of Housirig'& Cormunity Development
600 East Main Street, Suite 300

Richmeond, VA 23219

Re: Malari Madison
Integrity Building Systems, Inc.
Pre-manufactured Home
40153 Janney Street
Waterford, VA. 20197

Dear M, Leatherby: - - - R LR Y
d T . Tul T PR T
é( N * Please allow this correspondence to serve as a response to your letter dated May 8,
2012 and to memorialize our conversation on May 29, 2012 regarding the above-referenced matter, -

In response to our evaluation of this mater, my client, Milton Home Systems, Inc.,
has made 2 monetary settlement offer to Mrs. Madison. I am awaiting a response from Mrs.
Madison regarding said offer. Please be advised that any report or information provided to me by
my expert, Mr. Tompos, is confidential and privileged work product and will not be provided fo any
parties to this matter. : . : ' ‘

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or comments.

NNETH'S. $dTeh |
. . . " - N Ll EY
Email 1o potter@rudnitskyhackman.co
KGP:peh . _ ‘ —_—
u:\integrity\:_\'lagison\limherby.fv.30.12- L YR LT . v -

THIS .CORRESPONDENCE IS FOR PURPOSES OF SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS
ONLY AND CANNOT BE USED FOR LITIGATION IN ANY WAY OR MANNER.
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINTA
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
State Building Codes Office and Office of the State Technjcal Review Board
Main Street Centre, 600 E. Main Sfreet, Suite 360, Richmond, Virginia 23219
Tel: (804) 371-7150, Fax: (804) 371-7092, Email: alan.mcmahan@dhcd.virginia.gov
APPLICATION FOR ADMINISTRATATIVE APPEAL
Regulation Serving as Basis of Appeal (check one):

Uniform Statewide Building Code

Statewide Fire Prevention Code

Industrialized Building Safety Regulations

Amusement Device Regulations

Appealing Party Information (name, address, telephone number and email address):

Opposing Party Information (name, address, telephone number and email address of all other parties):

Additional Information (o be submitted with this application)
o Copy of enforcement decision being appealed
o Copy of record and decision of local government appeals board (i applicable and available) -
o Statement of specific relief sought

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that on the day of » 201_, a completed copy of this application,
including the additional information required above, was either mailed, hand delivered, emailed or sent by

facsimile to the Office of the State Technical Review Board and to all opposing parties listed.

Note: This application must be received by the Office of the State Technical Review Board within five
(5) working days of the date on the above certificate of service for that date to be considered as the
filing date of the appeal. If not received within five (5) working days, the date this application is

actually received by the Office of the Review Board will be considered tc be the filing date.

Signature of Applicant:

Name of Applicant:
R (please print or type)
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Robert £, McDonnel B o o
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Commeree ond Trada DEPARTMENT OF

HousiNa AND ComMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

November 19, 2012

Mz, Richard R. Rowe Jr,
Milton Home Systems, Inc.
2435 Housels Run Road
Milton, PA 17847

RE:  Constmer complaint —Milari Madison vs Integrity Building Systems, Tne.
Industrialized Building Serial #01-0611 A thru 1

Dear Mr. Rowe,

The Virginia State Building Codes Office has been designated by the Department of Housing
and Community Development to enforce the Virginia Industrialized Building Safety Regulations
and acts as the building official for Virginia registered industrialized buildings.

This office received a complaint fiom the above referenced consumer regarding potential
huilding code violations that may have been introduced into her home during construction by

Integrity Building Systemsg, Inc,

The above referenced home located at 40153 Janney street, Waterford, VA was constructed by
Integrity Building Systerns, Inc. on July 14, 2011, (see atfached data plate).

Correspondences from the law firm Rudnitsky & Hackman, L.1P. dated February 10, 2012,
states that Milton Home Systems, Inc. is “successor by name change to Integrity Building
Systems, Inc.” Information from the Pennsylvania Department of State confirms that Integrity
Building Systems, Inc. was incorporated on April 22, 1999, and filed Arficles of Atnendment on
November 16, 2011, changing its name to Milton Home Systems, Inc. effective November 17,
2011,

A site inspection of the home constracted by Integrity Building Systems, Inc., now known as
Milton Home Systems, Inc., was conducted by this office on April 9, 2012 and the following
violations to the 2002 edition of the Virginia Residential Code (VRC) were observed:

EXHIBIT
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* Section R311.7.2 of the VRC reqiires that the minimum headroom in all parts of the
stairway shall not be less than 6 feet 8 inches. It was observed that the headroom in the
stairway leading from the first floor to the second floor was 6 feet 4 inches measared
vertically from the sloped line adjoining the tread to the stairway header. Additionaly,
the headroom in the stairway from the second floor to the thitd floor/attic was :
approximately 4 fect measured vertically from the tread to the stairway header.

Itis my understanding from discussions with M. Christopher Thompson, Loudoun County
Building Departmendt, that the stairway from the second floor to the third Soor/attic has been
reroved and that a code complying staivway is in the process of being installed,

Please investigate this complaint to determine the source of the problem and report your findings
and plan of corrective action to this office within 20 days.

I can be reached at 804-371-7165 if yon have any questions regarding this matier,
Sincerely,

Eric Leatherhy

8r. Construction Inspector IT

co:  Milard Madison
Christopher Thompson
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KASIMER & ANNINO, P.C., (

TYSONS OFFICE PARK

7653 LEBSBURG PIRE
Wes Avpiess: ' FALLS CHURCH, VIRGINIA 22043 :
REZLY T0: TYSoNS ORFICE (703) 893-3914 S

GINA L. SCHAECHER FACSIMILE (703) $93-6044 Pmmﬁos.réngff‘fﬁ 20129
gschaecher@kasannlaw.com

L¥useURG AREa ORFICE:

December 9, 2012

VIA FACSIMILE (804) 371-7090
& FIRST CLASS U.S. MAIL

Mr. Eric Leatherby

Senior Construction Inspector II
Commonwealth of Virginia
Department of Housing and
Community Development

Main Street Centre

600 East Main Street, Suite 300
Richmond, Virginia 23219

- Re:  November 19, 2012 letter concerning consumer complaint (
Milari Madison v. Integrity Building Systems, Inc. -

Dear Mr. Leatherby:

This firm represents Milton Home Systems, Ine.’s interests with respect to the above-
noted matter. Your November 19, 2012 letter was forwarded to our attention by Assistant
Attorney General Michacl Melis on December 6, 2012. We understand that the letter was
returned to your office as undeliverable due to an incorrect address for Milton Home Systerns,
Inc. Consequently, we wete unaware of your November 19™ cotrespondence until December 6%,
and therefore unable to respond to you any earlier than today. However, we can assure you that
once we received a copy of your letter we immediately consulted with our client and made every
effort to prepaie a complete and timely response,

The information provided below is in response to the maters raised in your Noveniber
19, 2012 correspondence. With regard to the modular home located at 40153 Janney Street,
Waterford, Virginia, Iategrity Building Systems, Inc. mamufactired modular units which were
ordered by Darren McNutt doing business as Convenient Installations. Mr, McNutt entered into
a confract with Milari Madison in which Mr. McNutt agreed to sell, deliver and set modular units
purchased by Ms. Madison on Ms. Madison’s property. A true and correct copy of M.
McNuit’s contract with Ms. Madison is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as
Exhibit “A.” As cleatly stated in Mr. McNutt’s contract, Mr, McNuit is only responsible for the
delivery and set of the units and customer, referring to Ms. Madison, is responsible for the
modular after the set. See Exhibit “A” at p. 1. '
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M. Eric Leatherby
Depattment of Housing and
Community Development
December 10, 2012

Page 2

In order to assure the delivery and set of the modular units, Integrity Building Systems,
Inc. agreed to deliver and set the modular units should M. McNuit, Convenient Installations, fail
to complete delivery or installation of the units at Ms. Madison’s property. A frue and correct
copy of Integrity Building Systems, In¢.’s Performance Agreement with Ms. Madison is attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit “B* As clearly stated in Integrity
Building Systems, Inc.’s Performance Agreement, shoold Convenient Installations fail to
perform its obligations under its contract with Ms. Madison, Integrity Building Systems, Inc,
shall perform the limited obligations of delivering and sefting the modular units af Ms.
Madison’s property. Integrity Building Systems, Inc. agreed fo deliver and set only if Mr.
MecNutt and Convenient Installations failed fo perform these, and only these obligations.

Since the time that the modular units were delivered and set at Ms, Madison’s property,
Ms. Madison has raised various and sundry complaints about the build out of the modular units,
complaints that do not concern the delivery or set of the modular unifs at Ms, Madison’s
property. Consequently, Integrity Building Systems, Inc. was not aware of any obligation or
responsibility to take any action in response to Ms, Madison’s complaints concerning work that
was to be done by others after the modular units were set at Ms. Madison’s property.

Although not obligated to do so, in an effort to resolve and settle any and all issues with
Ms. Madison, Integrity Building Systems, Inc. had offered to address the ifems that Ms, Madison
maintained were somehow problematic; however, every and all efforts offered by Integtity
Building Systems, Inc., including but not limited to the payment for remedial work, were
rejected, refissed and prohibited by Ms. Madison. Specifically, Ms. Madison has refused any
offer of assistance with respect to the stairs to be installed between the first and second floor of
the modular, and has prevented and preciuded Integrity Building Systems, Inc, from taking any
action to address and remedy any alleged violation with respect to these stairs. Instead, Ms.

Madison has filed a legal action against Milton Home Systems, Inc. seeking a full refind of the
purchase price for the modular units,

As we explained at the initial informal fact finding conference, Integrity Building
Systems, Inc. did indeed change its name to Milton Home Systems, Inc., and Ms. Madison has
filed a civil action against Milton Home Systems, Inc. Consequently, to the extent that there was
anything that Milton Home Systems, Inc was obligated to do in order to address the alleged
violation stated in your November 19, 2012 letter, we submit that Ms, Madison will not allow
and will actively prevent any remedial action.

With respect to the violation identified in your letter, Milton would require additional
information in order to fully and completely respond as it is unclear from your correspondence ag
to the cause of the headroom deficiency reported in your letier.

239



M. Eric Leatherby
Department of Housing and
Community Development
Deceraber 10, 2012

Page 3

Typically, diminished headroom oceurs when the stairs are not properly installed such
that the stairs ate not positioned completely against the wall. The headroom at a staircase may
also be impacted if the framing is not correctly installed. Without seeing the condition reported
in your letter, Milton cannot comment on any cause our proposed remedy. In this regard, we do
reiterate that Integrity Building Systems, Inc. was only the manufacturer of the modular units and
was not the builder, nor was it responsible for the builder who attempted to install the stairs,
Consequently, if this is an installation issue, which it appears o be, we respectfilly submit that
such installation issues were not within Integrity Building Systems, Inc.’s responsibility and
therefore, are not Milton’s responsibility.

If you maintain that the lack of headroom was a manufacturing issue, we request that you
provide any and all such information that supports your position, including but not limited to any
and all photographs or written statements, assessments, evaluations and/or reports identifying
such as a manufacturing issue.- If the lack of headroom does prove to be a manufacturing issue,
Milton remains ready, willing and available to fully and completely address this matter and to
remedy any violation that is determined to be 2 manufacturing issue.

To that regard, we ate available to discuss this matter at your convenience. Otherwise,
we ask that you kindly provide the requested clarification as to the cause of the diminished
headroom described in your letter or that Milton otherwise be allowed to inspect the condition in
order to fully and completely respond to your correspondence.

Respectfully,
2 i e
" Gina L. Schaecher
Counsel for Milton Home Systems, Inc.
GLS:Irw
Enclosures

cc:  Richard R. Rowe, Jr. (via electronic transmission)
Martin Sickle (via electronic transmission)
Kenneth Potter, Esquire (via electronic transmission)
- Michael Melis, Esquire (via electronic transmission)

P:\Docs\Milton Home Systems\Correspondence\Lir B Leathesby 12.08.12.doc
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Robert £, McDonnell
Govemor

imess.cers COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Willlcim C. Shelton
Cirector
Secretary of
Coemmerce and Trade DEF’ARTM ENT OF
Housing anD CoMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
February 25, 2013

Ms. Gina L. Schascher

Kasimer & Annino, P.C. :
Attorneys at Law -
Tysons Office.Park

7653 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22043

Re:  December 9, 2012 letter concerning consumer complaint
Milari Madison v. Integrity Building Systems

Dear Ms, Schaecher:

| have reviewed your December 9, 2012 letter, responding to my November 19, 2042 letter,
to your client Mr. Richard R. Rowe Jr., Milton Home Systems, Inc. concerning the above
referenced matter and offer the following comments.

My November 19, 2012 letter advised Mr. Rowe that there was a code violation in the home
involving inadequate headroom in the stairway lead ing from the first to the second floor, As
| understand your December 9, 2012 correspondence, Milton does not dispute that the
headroom deficiency code violation exists but states that “it is unclear from your
correspondence as to the cause of the headroom deficiency reported in your letter” and
seeks additional information from this office.

E-mail correspondence from you to Vernon Hodge dated October 10, 2012 (copy attached)
indicates that the stairs were built by Milton and were shipped loose with the home to be
installed at the building site. Shipping the stairs with a home o be site installed is a
common practice of modular manufacturers, and simply requires the site contractor to lift
the stairs and fasten them to the factory framed opening of the module above. Qur visual
inspection of the stairs on April 9, 2012, which Milton’s counsel at the time attended, did
not reveal any signs of improper installation by the site contractor, such as stairs not
positioned completely against a wali, Design and construction of the stairs and stairway
opening are performed by the manufacturer. Therefore, with no apparent evidence of
improper installation, by the site contractor, | directed my November 19, 2012 letter to

h‘ \-"""n .
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Milton, the manufacturer of the home, so that Milton can address this violation,

If Milton maintains that evidence of improper installation by the site contractor exists,
please provide me with such evidence. If Milton maintains that further inspection of the
stairs is necessary to determine whather they were improperly installed by the site
contractor, please identify exactly what such further inspection would entail and what Milton
believes such inspection could reveal. :

Your December 9, 2012 correspondence also states “Ms. Madison has refused any offer of
assistance with respect to the stairs to be installed between the first and second floor of the
modular, and has prevented and precluded Integrity Building Systems, Inc, from taking any
action to address and remeady any alleged violation with respect to these stairs”, Ifwe
agree that Milton needs access to the home, this office is willing to relay your request and
the purpose for such access to Ms. Madison so that appropriate arrangements can be
made.

Please provide a response and any additional information within 30 days.
} can be reached at 804-371-7165 if you have any questions regarding this matter.
Sincerely,

\ £ . ) .
f At
Eric Leatherby

Sr. Construction Inspector Il
State Building Codes Office

cc: Cindy Davis
Mike Melis
Milari Madison



Leatherby, Erlc (DHCD)

From: Davis, Cindy (DHCD)

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 2:01 PM

To: Leatherby, Eric (DHCD)

Subject: Fw: Atticfthrid floor

Attachments; QA Checldist 1991B.PDF; QA Checklist 1991G.PDF

From: Gina Schaecher [mallto:gschaecher@kasanniaw.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 01:29 pM

To: Hodge, Vernon (DHCD) o ‘

Cc: Hunter Madison <huntermadison2002@yahoo.coms; Davls, Cindy (DHCD); Thompson, Chris

<Chris.Thompson@loudoun.gov>;'mmel[s@oag.state.va.us <mmelis@oag.state.va.uss:
Subject: RE: Attic/thrid floor g-state.va.us>; McMahan, Alan (DHCD)

Mr. Hodge:

Attached please find the Integrity Building Systems, Inc.'s check list for the madular units purcha
. . s 100 sed b i
Instaifatzons_ for Ms. Madison. As you will note, these documents pravide that the stairs ws.re nof instaIyl'e(;;ioar‘tvt(iirelv.ulE‘nt
' rr'lca:ufactttm?g ;:I;nt, and wer;a ing:lee_?[ sl*::pped loose as Indicated by the "S/L” netation on the item fine for the stairs. Also
please note that the comments specifically provide, “stairs not installed.” Pl » :
1991 B and 1991 G attached. 7756 56¢ pages A01 for modular urits

With respect to the aftic area, we have not identified any document in which the attic i i '
occupiable space. All plans for the house Indleate two stories, not three. =iios Wentified as habitable or

Consequently, it is Milton Home Systems, Inc.’s position that the stairs were shipped loose an i
~and that all plans pravide for a two story house, with no mention of use of fhe at%g as h'éb'itab]: :g;g:tailed at the factory,

Should you have ariy further questions, or require any additional Information, please do not hesitate to contact us
Respectfully,

Gina L. Schaecher
Counsel for' Milton Home Systems, Inc.

Gina L. Schaecher, Esquire
Kasimer & Annino, P.C.
7653 Leesbhurg Pike

Falis Chureh, Virginia 22043
(703) 893-3914 - Phone
(703) 893-8944 - Fax

gschaecher@kasannlaw.com

Leesburg Area Office

39959 Catoctin Ridge Street
Paeonian Springs, VA 20129
(540) 882-4747

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it Is add .
that is privileged and confidential, the disclosure of which Is prohi'ttali,ted under the zpp:?czsb?g iaanwd. ey contaln information
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Inteerite Buildine Svefaras. Ioe,
Modular Plant 53
Quailty Assarance Cheeklist

Modeh o7 Hoo STy . SerialNo: &g/ &

Start Date: T

PA Taheled Unite:

Al plans pertaining to this home contain the vequired stawement regarding certification that this home is nox
2 HUD Code Mapufactired Homs, but rather & modular home constracied in conformance with the
appiicable codes of the Compnonwraslih of Permsylvania.

Approved By: 4 /i Date; Gz A—'d I/ 74

Station #1 ABCDE — Floors. plombing
Task Deserintion Inspected Tnfraciion
1. Triple edge joists at madng wall-#2 or bener :
2. Double edge joists on exterior side wall-43 or better 5>
*3. Edge joist fastened to tronsverse joists with- L£ED
{5}-16d nails on 2x10°s
{4)-164 nafls on 2x8’s
(4)-164 pails edge to edge .
4. 2x4 tridging on 012000 floorjoist oA
5. Proper hanger sapport and installation Oz,
(2%
C>

(per mam. instdlation fngtrnctions)
6. 19/32 or 23/32 OSB or plywood detking
installed with 6d ring shank naflyg—
10"0c Field end 6"ocEdges
7. 19/32 or 23/32 OSB or plywood decking end
jomts propetly gapped 1/16”
*8. Btairwsall properly framed
*9, Copper water Hines run for EWER
10, Anfi Scald Sment on deck mownt tubs [133)}
11. PEX Plumbing Pasening
*12. Copper tubing, PVC runs properly instalied s
supported with proper slope on DWV -
*13. Insulation installed properly mnder foor ayea,
netting installed aud ssoured to fraving
*14. Frame tub/shower drain area for fnfeld
fivestopping

15, Verzical support. fasteners every 60" (piping) N
16, Horizontal support fasteners svery 327 (piping)

C

APPROVED
02%?19

3

{N'e

AEL A, EALLER

r

MICH

14. Tap(s) swapped atub(s) first floor only .
15. Access panels cutin Tor vent bnes and hot
water connections on 2 story units
16. Vinyl floor covering per order
17. Tub/shower fixtnzes and color per order
18. Registers (Hoor or wall} and retums Per pmint
15. Solid block bridgring to joist sach bay—
{3)3-.131x3" nails per end
20. Prep for 2™ floor dryer-vent .3
2). Temporary stesl floor brece (at box offser) 4@_
33, Plombing tree test 105P8) for 30 minuses min. Siexn-off on Testine ¢ Peoe
(323 PSI for Stato of MA) :
Comments;

N\

Inspected bx=% Ba’c&@'&( ( ,
**Those items indi with 21 asterik (*} and bold type are

reauired o be visualty inspectad beforg
coneealment

QA 30
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j??fs LI I L O N
Intecrity Building Svstems. Ine. § ‘mN 2y m&
Quality Assurance Checklist & B B INC,
Statipn #2 ARCT — Walls. roof. Insulation, electrical . MIGHAEL A FALLER
Task Descripting Insneoted " Infraction
1. Header & &il] fastening & sizing - Ssten rltiple -
wmexabers with 15 Ga 71 6"X21/2"@ 5"oc stagger
2. Correct murnber of column, sapports sidewsi] e
Fasien multiple members w/ 15 Ga 7/16%2 1/om
2P 06 or 40
3. Correct uumber of colrmn snpports marrisge walt il

(with 15 Ga 716" 12 @2 12 o) ' —
4. Marriege wall fireblocing installed (wall het. over 10°) %

3. Partition wall fireblocking installed (wall het, over 104
6. Exterior walls 16” oc or 24 ac )
7. Panition walls 16” osor 24” oo
8. Washer drain installed and supported B
o. Cemerwallbeamsi'zingandsecurh:g
*14, Ceiling board fastening with foam Ol
(cated nssemlilies fastened per Yisting)
11. Compression strip
12. Toe screw oruse anchor straps fo fasten tusses o sidewal)
13. Attic access L
14. Galvanized straps 11/4™12%(26GA) for Cez>
martiage walls flocreeiling fastening -
16 Ga 1" staple 10 per STD & svery other stud
NY - 110 & 120 STD every stnd
15. Wixing protectors ipstalled (mandage well) .
17. Wirlng protectors instailed (pattitions)
"18. Wiring stapled to code in cefling cavity T
*19. Vent pipe pitched & steapped to code in clg.cav ’
20, MM cable propesly spaced and supported
i the mamiage wall & side wall
" (114" fom edge of framing and 48%0c)
.21.NM csble properiy spaced & sipporied in
partifion walls (114" edge of framing & 48"oc)
22, Skylights framed propeily
3. Fivestopping of wirs penetrations pariitions
24. Check intaprity of MM cables
23, Pagel box location per print

iz

26. Carbon monoxide detector (U, NY, BT, and VT)

27, Roof dormer openings per print s % _
Afa
S0,

+ 28. 110 & 120 mph wind zone trusses endzons 1% 3
frusses froms end HTS 162 He down.
28. 110 & 120 mph wind zone trusses-
Intermediate zome LTS 16 tie down.,
28. Exterior steel doors shimmed down 4»
= 28, Stairs sct combetly—maz, 814" rise top and botiom
9" min. treed WA _ ¥ totop of 2x4 from last tread,

~~30. Stairs set alfowing for hardwood or cemant board ) m-__m sfe
31. Tack 2x8 ledger for mwarriage wall — 2 story only

32, GFCY and AFCT applications provided
33. Axr barzier and Tnsnlafion Jnpection per Q4 Ivfannal

Appendix B Pages #1 thm 38, _Q&
Comments:w e T EAISy TS ¥ o
o P ) i .
Inspected byy” © Dats: %{__\
Those irems cattd with an asterik (%) apd bold type ard reciired 1o he visually ingpacted befors
conesabinent,

3
J

C
o

QA 30.1 3 U
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Inteopity Bullding Svstems. Ine.
Modulay Plant#1

Quality Assurance Checklis(

MGMWY SerialNe:__ {79/ &
Start Date;_ 2,

PA Lahsied Uniis:

All plans pertaining to this kome contain the Tequired statement regarding certification that this home is oot
2 HUD Cods Manufacmred Home, but rather # modulsr hoene construcrad in confarmance with the
appiivable codes of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

Approved By: I\I’ (A Date: JUN 2 1 20“
Station #1 ABCDTR - Floors, plumbine
Task Descrintion Inspected Infradtion

1. Triple edgs joists at wating wall<£ or bever L
2. Donble edge joists on exterior side wall—#3 or better CEe>
*3. Edge joist fastened to transverse joists with---
(35)-16d nails on 210’
{4164 nafls on 2x8%s
(4)-16d nafis edge to edge
4. 2x4 bridging on O¥2000 floor joist .
3. Proper hanger sapport and installation
(per mame. installation instructions)
6. 19/52 or 23/32 OSE or plywood decking
installed with 6 ring shank nafls——
10”0t Field and 6”00 Edges
7. 19/32 or 23/32 OSB ar plywoond decldng end
jointspropedy gapped 1/16™ :
*8. Stairwell properly framad :
*9, Copper water lives rux for HWESB
10. Anti Scald faucet on deck mount tubs ()
11, PEX Plobing Fastening
*12. Copper inbing, PVC rans properly ingtabied ,
supported with proper slope on WV
*13. Insulation installed properly nnder floox ares,
netting instalied and secured to framing
*14. Frame tub/shower drain ares for infiald
Hrestopping
13. Vertical support fasweners every 60” (piping)
16, Horlzontal support fasteners svery 32 {piping)
14. Trap(s) swanped at mb(s) first foor anly
13, Accsss panels cut in for vent lnes and hot
watce conneations on 2 story wnin
16, Vinyl floor covening per order
17. Tublshower fhctures and color per order
18. Registers (floor or wall} and returns por print
1. Solid block bridging to joist each bay—
- (3)-131x3" nails per end
20. Prep for 2™ floor dryer ven: :
21. Temporary steel floor brace (at box offser)

APPROVE
“DE %5&

INC

WMICHAEL A FMLLER

I

MR AR &R PSRRB R B BB

22, Plumbing tree test 105981 for 30 mbmites min, jen-oif on Testine Renort Powe
(125 PSI for State of MAY
Comments:

o~

% ) C
Enspected Hy: Date: -
**Those items ndicatlf wa a5l (%) and bold typa aré

regulred vo be visnalby inspected before
coneealpant,

QA 30
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Inteority Bujlding Svstems. Ine.
Plant
Qualify Assurance Checldist

Modulay

Station #3 ABCD — ‘Walls, yoof, insulation, electripal

Task Description,

1. Header dosill fastening & sizing - fasien rnliipls
members with 15 Ga 7/16"521/2"@ 570c stanger

2. Carrect mumeber of ol sopports sidewall
Fasten multiple members wf 15 Ga H16™21/2"
212%c or 470

3. Corxect aumber of column supports maryiams wall
(with 15 Ga 716"x2 112” @ 2'1/2” oc)

4. Mertinge wall fireblocking installed (wall hgt. over 10°)

3. Partition wall fireblockdng installed (veall Dgt, over 107
6. Exterlorwalls 16” oo or24" ae

7. Paviition walls 16” oz or24” s

8. Washer drain installed and supparted

2. Center wall beam siztog and secuming

*10. Ceiling board fastening vith foam
(rated assemblies fostened per listing)

11, Corppression strip

13. Toe sarew oruse anchor straps to fasten trusses to sidewall

13. Atfic access
4. Galvanized siraps 11/47%12"(26G A) for
marrags walls fioor/cefling fastening
16 Ga 17 staple 10 per 8TD & avery other stod
N¥—~ 110 & 120 STD every sind
13, Wiring protectons installed (maciage ‘wall)
17. Wiring protectors ingtalied (partifions)
#18. Wiring stapled to code in ceiling eavity
*19. Vent pipe piiched & strapped to code in dg.cav
20. NM cable propexly spaced and fmpperted
in the memiage wall & side wall
(114" from edge of framing and 48"o6)
21. NM cable properly spaced & supported in
partition walls (11/4” edge of framing & LEL
22, Skylights framed properly
23. Firestopping of wire penetrations partitions
24. Checle integriry of NM eables
25, Panel box Iocation per print
26, Carbon monnxide dstestor (NI, NY, RT, and VT)
27. Roof donmer opsnings per print ’
- .28, 110 & 120 mph wind zone trusses endzops 1% 3
trusses irom end HTS 16" e down,
28.110 & 120 mph wind zone frasses
Intermediate zone LTS 16” tie down,
23. Bxtsrior steel doors shimmed down 14
25. Stairs set correotly—max. 81/47 rise top and bottom
9% min. read " totop of 2x4 from lasttiread,
30. Starirs set allowing for herdweod or cement board
31. Tack 2x8 ledwer for mamriage wail—2 story only
32, GFCI and AFCT spplicaiions provided
33. Adr barrier and Insulation Inpection per QA Mannal
Appendix B Pages #1 then #8,

Commmmf%l@.&m,g
72

-

WA AU T e L Y

‘ JUK 2 9 2
1ING

WCHAEL A, FALLER

Inepected Infraction

St

RESSRVRR B DRGSR

vy P Do sy

% z&&m&.@_{_@& A - 1S4
ClA>
Ll

Tuspected brLﬁ:%#&- Date; =Y
Those itexms indicared @ith an agterik {*) and beld typs are reauived to ha ally inspecied befors
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JAMES M. LEWIS*
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JOSEPH H. KASIMER*
DANIEL R, GROPPERs

JOSEPH J., SHANNGN
MARGUERITE L. SELTON+

JAMES M. REES (1541-1986)+

* ALEO ADMITTER IN DC

’ + ALSO ABMITTED IN MARYLANG SENIOR COUNSEL
VIA FACSIMILE (804) 786-2087 e T Wy Es yinaiNIA ROBERT W. WOALDRIDGE, JR.
& ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION, S2N1OR MANAGING cOUNSEL
MMELIS@OAG.STATE.VA.US.
Michael Melis
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
900 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Re:  Milari Madison v. Integrity Building Systems, Inc. (
Response to request for information regarding propriety of data plate

certifying 200 amp service

Dear Mr. Melis:

As you are aware, our firm represents Milton Home Systems, Inc.’s (“Milton™) interests
with respect to the above-noted matter. We write regarding an issue that Ms. Madison continues
to raise with regard to the data plate on the modular units installed at Ms. Madison’s property.
Although Milton does not concede, and continues to contest, that any issue regarding the data
plate is part of the appeal currently pending before the State Technical Review Board, we write

in an effort to cooperate with the state agencies in an effort to clarify and correct the statements
made by Ms. Madison regarding the data plate.

In Ms. Madison’s earlier coneépondence, Ms. Madison has alleged:

DCHD’s “letter” is incorrect in its assumption that the house
somehow was delivered with a “second 200 amp panel” that was
“shipped loose” with the home. Although NTA certifies that the
house’s data plate is “correct” by stating the house has a 200 amp
service, Milton shipped, built and wired the house for a 400 amp
service, had both panels wired and had unlicensed staff endeavor
to understand why the eléctric was not working,

(See Madison, September 5, 2012 correspondence).

BETHESDA TYSONS CORNER GAINESVILIE



RB REES BROOME, PC
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Michael Melis
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
Page 2

Ms. Madison’s allegations simply are not accurate. The modular units that M. Madison
purchased from Convenient Installations were ordered, designed, manufactured, and certified for
200 amp service. After Ms. Madison purchased the modular units, and the units were being
manufactured, Ms. Madison contacted Integrity Building Systems, Inc. (“IBS”) and notified IBS
that she needed 400 amp service for what she proposed for the construction on site. In response
to Ms. Madison’s request, IBS shipped a second 200 amp panel box loose for installation at the
site. Neither IBS nor NTA had knowledge of Ms. Madison's on site plan, or why Ms. Madison

~ claimed that she needed the additional 200 amp panel. Consequently, as verified by the unit

designs, the modular units were ordered, planned, designed, and manufactured for 200 amp
service, as certified by NTA. In response to Ms. Madison’s directive, a second 200 amp panel
was shipped loose to be installed on site in accordance with Ms. Madison’s direction.

As we have previously explained, IBS was the manufacturer of the modular units, Ms,
Madison purchased the modular units from Convenient Installations. Convenient Installations’
contract provided only for the delivery and set of the units, and Ms. Madison was responsible for
the completion of the modular units and all other aspects of the construction. Please see the
Contract for Modular # C-484709 between Convenient Installations and Ms. Madison.
(“Contractor [Convenient Installations] is only responsible for the delivery and set of the units
and customer [Madison] is responsible for completion of modular after set.”) The onsite work,
other than the initial set of the modular units, was and remains Ms. Madison’s responsibility.

Similarly, pursuant to the Performance Agreement between Ms. Madison and IBS, IBS'
performance was limited to only the delivery and set of the units, and only in the case if
Convenient Installations failed to perform these limited responsibilities. IBS did not agree to,
nor assume any obligation for, onsite work other than the setting of the units on the foundation.
Again, as stated above, Ms. Madison was and remains responsible for all other onsite work.

In summary, IBS provided 200 amp service as ordered by Convenient Installations,
designed, manufactured and ultimately purchased by Ms. Madison. NTA certified the units for
200 amp service, and the data plate is correct. It was Ms. Madison’s subsequent and undisclosed
plan for the onsite construction that apparently gave rise for the need for another 200 amp panel.
The second 200 amp panel was shipped Ioose to accommodate Ms. Madison’s request.



RB REES BROOME, PC

Michae] Mol | TORNEYS AT LAY

Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
Page 3

We hope thatthe above information is helpful in clarifying this matter. However, should
you have any further questions, or should this matter require discussion, please do not hesitate to
contact us. In that regard, we are available to discuss this matter at YOur convettience.

Respectfully,

Gina L. Schaecher
Counsel for Milton Home Systerns, Inc.

GLS:Irw

cc:  Richard R. Rowe, Jt. (via electronic transmission)
Martin Sickle (via electronic transmission)
Kenneth Potter, Esquire (via electronic transmission)
Milari Madison (via electronic transmission)

KA50\90376\Milton Home Systems\Corke.spandence\L1r.' M. Melis 02,19.13.doc
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by Milton Home Systems
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Phone: (703) 790-1911
Fax: (703) 848-2530
www.reesbroome.com

gschaecher@reesbroome.com

JAMES M. REES (t941-1986)*
* ALSO ADMITTED IN DC
+ ALSO ADMITTED IN MARYLAND

" ALSO ADMITTED IN WEST VIRGINIA
* ALSO ADMITTED TO PATENT BAR

February 25, 2013

VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISISON
ALLAN.MCMAHAN@DHCD. VIRGINIA .GOV
& FIRST CLASS U.S. MAIL

Alan McMahan

Commonwealth of Virginia

Department of Housing and

Community Development

State Building Code Technical Review Board
Main Street Centre

600 East Main Street, Suite 300

Richmond, VA 23219

Re:  Appeal of Milari Madison to the Review Board
Appeal No. 12-6

Dear Mr. McMahan;

M. JOSEPH PIERCE*+
LESLIE 5. BROWN#*®
DOUGLAS S, LEVY*+
COURTNEY B, HARDEN
STEFPHEN D. CHARNOFF*+
ERIK W, FOX»

TIFFANY L, BURTON+
GINA L, SCHAECHER®*
JORPY L. MURRAY

KELLY €, ZOOK

MAUREEN E. CARR*
WINTA MENGISTEAB+*
KATHEEEN N. MACHADO*
RILEARY ANNE COLLINS+*
ALISON R. MULLINS*+
MARIAM W. TADROS*
JOSEPH J. SHANNON
MARGUERITE L. SELTON+

OF COUNSEL
JOSEPH H. KASIMERY
DANIEL R. GROPPER»

SENIOR COUNSEL,
ROBERYT W. WOOLDRIDGE, IR,

SENIOR MANAGING COUNSEL
RORY K. NUGENT

In response to and in accordance with your January 30, 2013 correspondence regarding
the above-noted matter, enclosed please find the original and one copy of Milton Home Systems,
Inc.’s Response to Suggested Statement of Case History and Pertinent Facts. Please kindly
include the enclosed in the package of materials which will be prepared for the Review Board

members.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. Should you have any questions or require

any further information from us, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Tk

Gina L. Schaecher

Counsel for Milton Home Systems, Inc.

49
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Alan McMahan
February 25, 2013
Page 2

GLS:Irw
Enclosures

cc: Milari Madison (via electronic transmission and regular US mail)

Michael Melis, Esq. (via electronic transmission and regular US mail)
Chris Thompson, (via electronic fransmission and regular US mail)

K:A90\90376\00001\cori 130225 Itr to A. McMahan.dog



VIRGINIA:

' BEFORE THE
STATE BUILDING CODE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD

IN RE: Appeal of Milari Madison
Appeal No. 12-6

MILTON HOME SYSTEMS, INC.'S RESPONSE TO SUGGESTED STATEMENT OF
. CASE HISTORY AND PERTINENT FACTS

Milton Home Systems, Iﬁc. ("Milton") respectfully submits the following in response to
the Suggested Statement of Case History and Pertinent Facts submitted for review in the above-
noted appeal. Milton respectfully submits that the above-noted appeal is moot, and therefore,
there is no present case or controversy ripe for review. Consequently, the Review Board is
without jurisdiction and/o.r authority to act as there is no issue of present controversy presently
before the Review Board for hearing and determination.

Pursuant to Ms. Madison's Application for Administrative Appeal, Ms. Madison seeks
the appeal of the August 20, 2012 determination that Integrity Building Systems, Inc. was no
longer in business and that a new unrelated entity by the name of Milton Home Systems, Inc.
could not be cited as the manufacturer of the modular.unitsl that Ms. Madison purchased. (See
Cindy L. Davis' August 20, 2012 letter). As was explained at the two informal fact finding
conferences,‘ Integrity Building Systems, Inc. chaﬁged its name to Miltop Home Systems, Inc.
This fact \&as acknc;wledged by Eric Leatherby, Senior Construction Inspector II,
Commonwealth Departmeﬁt of Housing and Community Development, in his November 19,
2012 letter to Milton I—Iome Sysfems, Inc. A true. and correct copy of Mr. Leatherby's November
19, 2012 letter is attached hereto and incorporated. herein by reference as Exhibit 1. Milton has
acknowledged Mr. Leatherby's November 19th letter and respon&eci. A ﬁue and correct copy of

Milton's December 9, 2012 responsive correspondence is attached hereto and incorporated herein

310



by reference as Exhibit 2. Consequently, Milton has been recognized as the successor by name
change to Integrity Building Systems, Inc. and an alleged violation regarding headroom to a
stairway i$ in the process of being investigated by Mr, Leatherbjr‘s office. As this investigation
remains outstanding and no determination has been rendered as to any alleged violation, there is
nothing left for Ms. Madison to appeal. The subject of Ms. Madison's September 5, 2012 appeal
is moot, and there is no present controversy before this Review Board for determination.
Therefore, Milton respectfully submits that the above-noted appeal shouid be dismissed as moot
without further hearing by this Review Board.

In the alternative, should this Review Board determine that Ms. Madison's appeal is not
moot and that this Board has authority to conduct further proceedings with regard to the instant
appeal, a point that Milton does not concede and vehemently contests, Milton submits the
following corrections, objections, clarifications and/or responses to the Review Boaxd Staff
Document Suggested Statement of Case History and Pertinent Facts (hereinafter referred to the
"Suggested Statement").

1. Concerning the statements contained in paragraph 1 of the Suggested Statement,
Milton states that Ms. Madison entered a contract with Darren McNutt doing business as
Convenient Installation (hereinafter "Convendent Installations") for the purchase of modular units -
to be installed at Ms. Madison's property. A true and correct copy of Ms. Madison's contract
with Mr. McNutt is attached to Exhibit 2, December 9, 2012 letter from Milton counsel, see
attached Exhibit "A." Milton further states that Ms. Madison entered a, performance agreement
with Integrity Building Syétems, Inc. limited to the delivery and setting of the modular units and
panels that Ms. Madison purchased from Convenient Installations. A true and correct copy of

the performance agreement between Ms, Madison and Inte grity Building Systems, Inc. is



attached to Exhibit 2, December 9, 2012 letter from Milton counsel, see attached Exhibit "B."
Milton denies any and all other allegations or statements contained in paragraph 1 of the
Suggested Statement.

2. Concerning the statements contained in paragraph 2 of the Suggested Statement,
Milton states that the dates of delivery and setting of the modular units were negotiated between
Convenient Installations and Ms. Madison, that based upon information and belief, Ms. Madison
is the owner of real property located at 40153 Janney Street, Waterford, Virginia, and that the
modular units were to be installed at such site. Milton further states that it is without sufficient
knbwledge and information to admit or deny any and all other alle gations or statements
contained in paragraph 2 of the Suggested Statement and therefore denies the same.

3. Concerning the statements contained in paragraph 3 of the Suggested Statement,
Milton states that it is without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the
allegations and statements contained therein and there denies the same.

4. Concerning the statements contained in paragraph 4 of the Suggested Statement,
Milton states that it is without sufficient knowledge and information to admit or deny the
allegations and statements contained therein and therefore denies the same.

5. Conceming the allegations contained in paragraph 5 of the Suggested Statement,
Milton states that on or about February 10, 20.12, Milton sent Ms. Madison a letter in which
Milton advised that Milton Home Systems, Inc. was the successor by name change to Integrity
Building Systems, Inc., that Milton did engage in negotiations with Ms. Madison in early 2012 to
address and resolve issues that Ms. Madison alleged with regard to t_he modular units that Ms.
Madison purchased from Convenient Installations and the work performed by others at Ms,

Madison's property, that the SBCO met with Ms. Madison and representatives of Milton and the

4y
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County building department in an effort to address and resolve Ms. Madison's concerns, and that
Milton is without sufficient knowledge and information to admit or deny any and aIl other
allegations contained in paragraph 5 of the Suggested Statement and therefore denies the same,

6. Concerning the allegations and statements contained in paragraph 6 of the
Suggested Statement, Milton states that it has been provided with a copy of a letter dated August
20, 2012 from Cindy Davis, State Building Codes Director, Commonwealth of Virginia
Department of Housing and Community Development to Milari Madison, that said letter speaks
for itself, and that Milton is without sufficient knowledge and information to admit or deny any
and all other allegations and statements contained in paragraph 6 of the Suggested Statement and
therefore denies the same.

7. Concerning the allegations and statements contained in paragraph 7 of the
Suggested Statement, Milton states that it was provided a copy of an appeal filed by Ms.
Madison, that Ms. Madison's appeal provides that she is appealing the determination contained in
Cindy L. Davis' August 20, 2012 letter that Integrity Building Systems, Inc. is no longer in
business and that no action could be taken against Milton, that said appeal speaks for itself and is
the best evidence, and that Milton is without sufficient knowledge énd information to admit or
deny any and all other allegations or statements contained in paragraph 7 of the Suggested
Statement and therefore denies the same.

8. Conceming the allegations and statements contained in paragraph 8 of the
Suggested Statement, Milton states that it participated in an informal fact finding conference on
or about September 2012, that the conference was attended by Ms. Madison, the SBCQ, Milton
and its legal counsel and the County building department and that the statements contained in

paragraph 8 appear to accurately summarize some of the items discussed at the informal fact



finding conference but that minutes of the September 2012 conference and/or a transcript has not
been provided. Milton further states that although Ms. Madison attempted to discuss and raise
various new and previously unidentified issues, that such issues were not, and cannot be the
subject of this appeal or any appeal as there has been no determination on any such issue to be
appealed. Milton states and maintains that the only issue properly before the Review Board Staff
was whether Milton was the successor by name change to Integrity Building Systems, Inc. and
whether Milton as such could be charged with any violation as to the manufacture of the modular
~ units which comprised the modular house on Ms. Madison's property. Milton further states that
the issues raised by Ms. Madison’s appeal are moot, and the appeal should be dismissed.

0. Concerning the allegations and statements contained in paragraph 9 of the
Suggested Statement, Milton states that Ms. Madison continued to raise unsubstantiated
contentions against Milton and NTA that were not before the Review Board Staff or the SBCO
or the County building department for consideration, review or determination. For example, any
allegation or documentation that Ms. Madison contends demonstrates that the modular home is
three stories, instead of two stories with an attic contrary to the drawings for Ms. Madison's
modular home, was not an issue on appeal and was not properly before the Review Board Staff
or the Review Board. As such, Milton has not responded to such allegations other than to
provide a brief statement in response to the Review Board Staff's questions. Such has been
provided as a courtesy in an effort to resolve this matter. However, Milton maintains that such
matters are not a part of, and are beyond the issues which are properly before the Review Board
on appeal.

10.  Concerning the allegations and statements contained in paragraph 10 of the

Suggested Statement, Milton states that the "additional issues" that were identified were the

~
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result of Ms. Madison’é unsolicited, relentless and continued unauthorized communications with
the Review Board Staff that were beyond the issues of the appeal and were not properly before
the Review Board Staff or before this Review Board, and as such were the unsubstantiated
allegations of Ms. Madison that had not been subj ecf.to the determination of any state official
with the reqwuisite authority over the manufacture and construction of modular homes. Milton
further states that on or about December 6, 2012, Milton received a copy of Eric Leatherby's
November 19, 2012 letter to Richard Rowe, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto
and incorporated herein as Exhibit 1. In Mr. Leatherby's correspondence, the SBCO
acknowledged that Integrity Home Systems, Inc. changed its name to Milton Home Systems,
Inc. and as such the SBCO asked Milton to respond to the complaint that there was inadequate
héadroom as to one of the stairways in Ms. Madison's house, but that it was M. Leatherby's
understanding that the other stairway between the second floor and the attic had been removed
and that a code compliant stairway was in the process of being installed. Consequently, the
SBCO identified a possible violation to Milton and asked Milton to respond. On December 9,
2012, Milton responded to Mr. Leatherby's correspondence, and a true and correct copy of
Milton's December 9, 2012 letter is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as
Exhibit 2.

11.  Concerning the allegations and statements contained in paragraph 11 of the
Suggested Statement, Milton states that it was présent during the second informal fact finding
conference and that paragraph 11 contains a summary as to some of the statement and events at
the informal fact finding conference but that minutes and/or a transcript of the conference has not
been provided. Milton further states and maintains that Mr. Leatherby's November 19,2012

letter in which the SBCO acknowledges that Integrity Building Systems, Inc. changed its name

AT



to Milton Home Sytems, Inc. and that the SBCO requests Milton's response to a possible
violation addresses and resolves all the issues contained in Ms. Madison's current appeal, and as
.such there remains no present legal or factual controversy pending for the Review Board's
determination, and that as such Ms. Madison's appeal should be dismissed as moot. Milton
further states and submits that any and all issues attempted to be raised by Ms. Madison beyond
or otherwise not contained in her September 5, 2012 appeal of Ms. Cindy Davis' August 20,
2012 were not properly before the Review Board Staff and are not part of, or properly raised as
part of the current appeal.

| 12.  Concerning the allegations and statements contained in paragraph 12 of the
Suggested Statement, Milton states that it is without sufficient knowledge and information to
admit or deny the allegations contained therein and therefore denies the saie.

13, Concerning the allegations and statements contained in paragraph 13 of the
Suggested Statement, Milton states that any and all statements, contentions or issues that Ms.
Madison has attempted to raise outside of her Séptember 5, 2012 appeal of Ms. Cindy Davis'
August 20, 2012 are not properly before the Review Board Staff or the Review Board and are not
properly part of the instant appeal and as such cannot be the subject of the Review Board's
consideration or determination.

14. Concerning the allegations and statements contained in paragraph 14 of the
Suggested Statement, Milton states that Ms. Madison's failure to withdraw her appeal does not
remedy the fact that Ms. Madison's appeal is moot and that there is no current determination in
dispute for this Review Board's consideration, rev.iew and decision. Any and all issues beyond
Ms. Madison's September 5, 2012 appeal of Ms, Cindy Davis® August 20, 2012 determination

that Integrity Building Systems, Inc. was not Milton Home Systems, Inc. are not properly before



this Review Board and not subject to review, consideration and determination. Milton further
states that Ms. Mgdison's appeal is moot as the SBCO's November 19, 2012 remedied any and all
issues raised by Ms. Madison in her September 5, 2012 appeal.

15.  Milton states that any and all statements and/or allegations not expressly admitted
herein are denied..

16.  For purposes of clarification, Milton further states that it has made offers to Ms.
Madison to repair and address any issues that she had with the stairways in Ms. Madison’s
modufar home, reéardless of whether such was Milton’s responsibility in an effort to resolve any
and all differenceé—l with Ms. Madison, but Ms. Madison has rejected any and all of Milton’s
proposals to addré_ss issues that Ms. Madison claims exist with regard to the stairways.
Furthermore, Milt%)n sent its representatives and counsel to meet with Ms. Madison at her
property to observe the issues that she claimed were defective with regard to the modular
construction. Altﬁough it has been, and remains Milton’s position that the alleged defects and
deficiencies of wh"ich Ms. Madison complains are the result of site work performed by Ms.
Madison’s forces and not the responsibility of Milton, Milton did offer to provide labor and
materials to address some of the issues that Ms. Madison identified with respect to the modular
construction, or in the alternative, a cash payment to resolve any and all disputes with Ms.
Madison. Ms. Mz{i:lison has flatly rejected Milton's proposals. Furthermore, Ms. Madison has
initiated litigation‘-against Milton. Milton does not have access to the house that Ms. Madison
constructed and hés not been afforded and opportunity to review, inspect, assess and/or evaluate
the conditions of \;vhich Ms. Madison continues to complain.

17.  With respect to the Suggested Issues for Resolution by the Review Board

contained in the Suggested Statement, Milton states:

AT,



a, The SBCO's November 19, 2012 letter renders Ms. Madison's September
5, 2012 appeal moot, and that the instant appeal should be dismissed as such without further
hearings by the Review Board Staff and/or the Review Board,;

b. The issue of the propriety of the data plate is not properly before this
Review Board as such was not the basis of any determination by any entity from which Ms,
Madison is entitled the right of appeal;

c. The only issue properly before this Review Board based upon Ms.
Madison's September 5, 2012 appeal is whether Integrity Building Systems, Inc. changed its
name to Milton Home Systems, Inc. and whether the state can issue any violation to Milton,
Home Systems, Inc. as the manufacturer of modular units. However, said issue was rendered
moot by the SBCO's November 19, 2012 correspondence. Consequently, Milton maintains that
there are no current factual or legal issues in contréversy, properly before the Review Board, and
as such there is no basis for this Review Board to exercise its authority.

WHEREFORE, for all the reasons stated herein, Milton respectfully requests that the

current appeal be dismissed as moot without further proceedings.

MILTON HOME SYSTEMS, INC,

By Counsel:

o
f



REES BROOME, P.C.

S Sl

Gina L. Schaecher, Esq. (VSB #70281) -
Leesburg Area Office. :
39959 Catoctin Ridge Street

Paeonian Springs, Virginia

(540) 882-4747 — Telephone

(540) 882-4603 — Facsimile

gschaecher@reesbroome.com

1900 Gallows Road, Suite 700

Tysons Corner, Virginia 22182

(703) 790-1911 - Telephone

(703) 848-2530 - Facsimile

Counsel for Milton Home Systems, Inc.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on this 25" day of February, 2013, a true and correct copy

. of Milton Home Systems, Inc.’s Response to Suggested Statement of Case History and Pertinent
Facts was served on the following via electronic transmission and first-class, U.S. mail, postage

prepaid:

Milari Madison
40153 Janney Street
Post Office Box 302
Waterford, Virginia 20197
huntermadison2002@yahoo.com

Michael Melis, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
900 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
mmelis@oag.state.va.us
Counsel for State Building Codes Office
Virginia Department of Housing & Community Development
600 East Main Street; Suite 300
Richmond, Virginia 23219
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, Chris Thompson
( Loudoun County Code Enforcement Division
1 Harrison St. SE Mailstop #60b
P.0. Box 7000
Leesburg, Virginia 20177
chis.thompson@loudoun.gov

LSt i

Gina L. Schaecher, Esquire

Ki\90\90376Wilton Home Systems\Wadison. Milari\Technical Review Board Administrative Proceedings\Milton Response to Suggested Statement of Case History
and Pertinent Facts.doc
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Housing anp CoMmvuniTy [DEVELOPMENT

November 19, 2012

Mr., Richard R, Rowe Jr.
Milton Home Systems, Inc.
2435 Housels Run Road
Milton, PA 17847

RE:  Consumer complaint —Milari Madison vs Integrity Buildin g Systems, Ine,
Industrialized Building Serial #01-0611 A thou

Dear Mr, Bowe,

 COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA ~ "nc.sren

The Virginia State Building Codes Office has been designated by the Department of Housing
and Community Development to enforce the Virginia Industrinlized Building Safety Regulations

and acts a3 the building official for Virginia registered industrialized buildings,

This office received a complaint from the above referenced consumer regarding potential

building code violations that may bave been infroduced into her home during construction by

Integrity Building Systems, Inc.

The above referenced home located at 40153 Janney street, Waterford, VA was constructed by

Integxity Building Systems, Inc. on July 14, 2011, (see attached data plate).

Correspondence from. the law firm Rudnitsky & Hackman, L.L.P, dated Pebruary 10, 2012,

states that Milton Home Systems, Inc. is “successor by name change to Integrity Building

Systems, Inc.” Information from the Penmsylvania Department of State confirms that Integrity
Building Systems, Inc., was incorporated on April 22, 1999, and filed Articles of Amendment on
November 16, 2011, changing its name to Milton Home Systems, Inc. effective November 17,

2011,

A site inspection of the home construeted by Infegrity Building Systems, Inc., now known as
Milton Home Systems, Inc., was conducted by this office on April 9, 2012 and the following

violations to the 2002 edition of the Virginia Residential Code (VRC) were observed:

Pariners for Betier Communiiles
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« Section R311.7.2 of the VRC reqiiires that the minimum headroom in all parts of the
stairway shall not be less than 6 feet & inches. It was observed that the headroom in the -
stairway leading from the first floor to the second floor was 6 feet 4 inches measvred
vertically from the sloped line adjoining the tread to the stairway header. Additionally,
the headroom in the stairway from the second floor to the third floor/attic was
approximately 4 fect measured vertically from the tread to the stairway header.

It is my understanding from discussions with Mr. Christopher Thompson, Loudoun County
Building Department, that the stafrway from the second floor ta the third fo orfattic has been
removed and that a code complying stafrway is in the process of being installed,

Please investigate this complaint to determine the source of the problem and report your findings
and plan of comrective action to this office within 26 days.

I can be reached at 804-371-7165 if you have any questions regarding this mpatter.
Sincerely,

Eric Leatherby
Sr. Construction Inspector If

co:  Milari Madison
Christopher Thompson

-
-
B
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GINA L, SCHAECHER. FacsiMILe (703) 823-6944 PAEONI?:&PSRSI;{PE}E 20129
gschaecher@kasannlaw.com

December 9, 2012

VIA FACSIMILE (804) 371-7090
& FIRST CLASS U.S. MAIL

M. Eric Leatherby

Senior Construction Inspector II
Commonwealth of Virginia
Department of Housing and
Community Development

Main Street Centre

600 East Main Street, Suite 300
Richmond, Virginia 23219

- Re:  November 19, 2012 letter concerning consumer complaint
Milari Madison v. Integrity Building Systems, Inc.

Dear Mr. Leatherby:

Thig firm represents Milton Home Systems, Inc.’s interests with respect to the above-
noted matter. Your November 19, 2012 letter was forwarded to our attention by Assistant
Attorney General Michael Melis on December 6, 2012. We understand that the letter was
returned to your office as undeliverable due to an incorrect address for Milton Home Systems,
Inc, Consequently, we were unaware of your November 19™ cotrespondence until December 6,
and therefore unable to respond to you any eatlier than today. However, we can assure you that
once we received a copy of your letter we immediately consulted with our client and made every
effort to prepare a complete and timely response.

The information provided below is in response to the mattets raised in your November

19, 2012 cotrespondence., With regard to the modular home located at 40153 Janney Street,

Waterford, Virginia, Integrity Building Systems, Inic, manufactured modular units which were

ordered by Darren McNutt doing business as Convenient Installations. Mr. McNuit entered into

a contract with Milari Madison in which Mr. McNutt agreed to sell, deliver and set modular units

purchased by Ms. Madison on Ms. Madison’s property. A true and correct copy of M.
MeNuit’s contract with Ms, Madison is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as

-Exhibit “A.” As cleatly stated in Mr. McNuit’s confract, Mr. McNuit is only responsible for the
delivery and set of the unifs and customer, referring to Ms. Madison, is responsible for the

modular after the set. See Exhibit “A*” at p. 1.

*iw
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M. Eric Leatherby
Department of Housing and
Community Development
December 10, 2012

Page 2

In order to assure the delivery and set of the modular units, Integrity Building Systems,
Inc. agreed to deliver and set the modular units should Mr. McNutt, Convenient Installations, fail
to complete delivery or installation of the units at Ms. Madison’s property. A {rue and correct
copy of Integrity Building Systems, Inc.’s Performance Agreement with Ms. Madison is attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit “B» As clearly stated in Integrity
Building Systems, Inc.’s Performance Agreement, should Convenient Installations fail to
perform its obligations under its contract with Ms. Madison, Integrity Building Systems, Inc.
shall perform the limited obligations of delivering and sefting the modular units at Ms,
Madison’s property. Integrity Building Systems, Ine. agreed to deliver and set only if Mr.
McNutt and Convenient Installations failed to petform these, and only these obligations.

Since the time that the modular units were delivered and set at Ms. Madison’s property,
Ms. Madison has raised various and sundry complaints about the build out of the modular units,
complaints that do not concern the delivery or set of the modular units at Ms. Madison’s
property. Consequently, Integrity Building Systems, Inc. was not aware of any obligation or
responsibility to take any action in response to Ms. Madison’s complaints concerning work that
was to be done by others after the modular units were set at Ms. Madison’s property.

Although not obligated to do so, in an effort to resolve and settle any and all issues with
Ms. Madison, Integtity Building Systems, Inc, had offered to address the items that Ms, Madison
maintained were somehow problematic; however, every and all efforts offered by Integrity
Building Systems, Inc., ircluding but not limited to the payment for remedial work, were
rejected, refused and prohibited by Ms, Madison. Specifically, Ms. Madison has refused any
offer of assistance with respect to the stairs to be installed between the first and second floor of
the modular, and has prevented and precluded Integrity Building Systems, Inc. from taking any
action to address and remedy any alleged violation with respect to these stairs. Instead, Ms,

Madison has filed 2 legal action against Milton Home Systers, Inc. seeking a full refund of the
purchase price for the modular units,

As we explained at the initial informal fact finding conference, Integrity Building
Systems, Inc. did indeed change its name to Milton Home Sysiers, Inc., and Ms. Madison has
filed a civil action against Milton Home Systems, Inc. Consequently, to the extent that there was
anything that Milton Home Systems, Inc was obligated to do in order fo address the alleged
violation stated in your November 19, 2012 letter, we submit that Ms. Madison will not allow
and will actively prevent any remedial action,

With respect to the violation identified in your letter, Milton would require additional
information in order to fully and completely respond as it is unclear from your correspondence as
to the cause of the headroom deficiency reported in your letter.



Mr. Eric Leatherby
Department of Housing and
Community Development
December 10, 2012

Page 3

Typically, diminished headroom occurs when the stairs are not properly installed such
that the stairs are not positioned completely against the wall. The headroom at a staircase may
also be impacted if the framing is not correctly installed. Without seeing the condition reported
in your letter, Milton cannot comment on any ¢ause our proposed remedy. In this regard, we do
reiterate that Integrity Building Systems, Inc. was only the manufacturer of the modular units and
was not the builder, nor was it responsible for the builder who attempted to install the stairs,
Consequently, if this is an installation issue, which it appears to be, we respectfully submit that
such installation issues were not within Integrity Building Systems, Inc.’s responsibility and
therefore, are not Milton’s responsibility.

If you maintain that the lack of headroom was a manufactoring issue, we request that you
provide any and all such information that supports your position, including but not limited to any
and all photographs or written statements, assessments, evaluations and/or reports identifying
such as a manufacturing issue. If the lack of headroom does prove to be a manufacturing issue,
Milton remains ready, willing and available to fully and completely address this matter and to
remedy any violation that is determined to be 2 manufacturing issue.

To that regard, we are available to discuss this matter at your convenience. Otherwise,
we ask that you kindly provide the requested clatification as to the cause of the diminished
headroom described in your letter or that Milton otherwise be allowed to inspect the condition in
order to fully and completely respond to your correspondence.

- Respectfully,
" Gina L. Schaecher
Counsel for Milton Home Systems, Inc.
GLS:Irw
Enclosures

ce:  Richard R. Rowe, Jr. (via electronic transmission)
Martin Sickle (via electronic transmission)
Kenneth Potter, Esquire (via electronic fransmission)
Michael Melis, Esquire (via electronic transmission)

P:\Docs\Milton Home Systems\Correspondence\Lir E Leatherby 12.08.12.doc
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